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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
+ + + + +
ADVI SORY COWM TTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS ( ACRS)
507t h MEETI NG
+ + + + +
FRI DAY,
NOVEMBER 7, 2003
+ + + + +
ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND
+ + + + +
The committee nmet at the Nuclear
Regul atory Conmission, Two Wiite Flint North
Room T2B3, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 8:30 a.m,
Mario V. Bonaca, Chairman, presiding.
COW TTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:
MARI O V. BONACA, Chairnman
GRAHAM B. WALLI'S, Vice Chairnan
GEORGE E. APOSTCOLAKI S, Menber
F. PETER FORD, Menber
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P-ROGEEDI-NGS
(8:30 a.m)

CHAI RMVAN  BONACA: Good norni ng. The
meeting will nowcone to order. This is the third day
of the 507th neeting of the Advisory Commttee on
React or Saf eguar ds.

During today's neeting the commttee will
consi der the follow ng: early site permt review
standard; task force report on operating experience;
ACRS retreat in 2004, which will be di scussed as part
of the future ACRS activities report on the planning
and procedures subcomm ttee; reconciliation of ACRS
comments and recomrendati ons; proposed ACRS reports.

A portion of this neeting will be cl osed
to di scuss the proposed ACRS report on saf eguards and
security.

This meeting is being conducted in
accordance wi th t he provi si ons of the Federal Advisory
Conmittee Act. M. Sam Duraiswany is the designated
federal official for the initial portion of the
neet i ng.

W have received no witten comments or
requests for tine to make oral statements fromnmenbers
of the public regarding today' s sessions.

Atranscript of portions of the neetingis
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being kept, and it is requested that the speakers use
one of the m crophones, identify thensel ves, and speak
with sufficient clarity and vol une so that they can be
readi |y heard.

Before we start withthefirst itemonthe
agenda, | would like to just go around the table a
nonent on the i ssue of the anpbunt of work that we have
left to do.

| have had a nunber of questions from
menbers regarding whether or not we neet again
tomorrow. We have three reports left to wite. |
believe there is 189, and the one that you prepared,
Jack.

MEMBER Sl EBER: |"m prepared to do
what ever the committee wants.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Yes. And those are
reasonably -- and then we have the security and
saf eguards one. | don't know if you have any view.
It seens to nme that we should be able to finish
tonight. | would want those nenbers --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: There is a draft
letter.

CHAl RVAN BONACA:  |'m sorry?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: There is a draft

letter.
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CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes. So | would Iike

menbers to stay on until 7:00 p.m tonight, or as | ong
as we need. And then, if you need to reschedul e an
earlier flight tonmorrow, | think you --

MEMBER FORD: So we are not nmeeting
t onor r ow?

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | don't think with what
we have --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  But you want us to
sl eep in Bethesda tonight?

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Wl |, nost of us would
stay overni ght anyway.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You can sl eep wherever you
want .

(Laughter.)

CHAI RVAN BONACA: |'mjust doing this for

a coupl e of nenbers that really have been aski ng about

that, and I think that we would still have a quorum
tonorrow if we needed to stay longer. But | don't
think so. | don't think we have a need right now.

kay. Wth that we will start with the
first item on the agenda. That's the early site
permt review standard, and Dr. Kress will introduce
t he presenters.

MEMBER KRESS: Well, this is our second
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briefing on this, and it is another status report on
t he revi ewstandard that the staff is putting together
on howto reviewthese. And so we're going to hear a
status report on that and on the applications
t hemsel ves.

| guess to introduce this "Il turn it
over to Ms. Dudes.

M5. DUDES: Yes. Thank you. Thank you.
Good norning. | am Laura Dudes. | am the Section
Chi ef for New Reactors.

By way of information, on June 29th, the
Associ ate Di rector for | nspecti on Pr ogr ans
reorgani zed, creating anewbranchw thinthe D vision
of Regul atory I nprovenent Prograns. JimLyons is the
Branch Chief of the new Research and Test Reactor
Branch, which includes New Reactors, the section
wi thin NRR, New Reactors, which was fornally the New
React or Licensing Project Ofice.

Since we |last briefed you on early site
permt activities in May 2003, we have received all
three early site permt applications. Exel on and
Domi ni on subm tted their applications on
Sept enber 25t h, and Entergy submitted their
application on Cctober 21st.

The acceptance review for the first two
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applications has been conpleted, and we expect
Entergy's acceptance review to be conpleted on
Cct ober 21st -- or, excuse ne, by Novenber 20t h.

In order to nmke efficient use of our
experienced environnental review teams, we plan on
staggering our application reviews by two-nonth
intervals. This norning we are here to provide you a
status of our early site permt activities, including
t he revi ew standard.

|"d like to introduce to you our project
managenment team for early site permts. Nanett e
Glles, Project Mnager for the Exelon early site
permt; Steve Koenick, Project Manager for the Entergy
early site permt; and M ke Scott, the Project Manager
for the Dom nion early site permt and al so our | ead
PM for the revi ew standard.

M ke?

MR SCOTT: Good nor ni ng. As Laura
indicated, I'm Mke Scott. | amthe lead for the
devel opnent of the early site permt revi ew standard.

Can everybody hear ne okay? Ckay. G eat.

The pur pose of this norning' s presentation
is to brief the commttee, as was indicated by Dr.
Kress, on the status of the ESP revi ew standard. [|'d

like to say that we appreciate the letter that the
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commttee wote to the Commi ssion after our previous
presentation -- | believe it was in March -- on the
revi ew standard. W are not requesting a letter as a
result of this presentation.

W also plan to discuss with you the
public conments on the docunment and the staff's
responses. O course, we'll just hit the highlights
on those. W provided to the conmmittee the conplete
public responses -- excuse ne, public conments and
staff responses to those public comrents for your
revi ew.

We'll also briefly discuss some of the
generic early site permt issues, and | mention here
in the slide just those that were resolved or
di scussed after the March 2003 brief, because the
earlier ones we had previously discussed with you.
And we also plan to discuss the status of the first
three reviews and the first three early site permt
appl i cati ons.

The next slide is just an agenda with the
topics that we plan to discuss.

As you may recall, the purpose of RS-002
is primarily to provide guidance to the staff and
information to stakehol ders on the reviewof an early

site permt application. We attenpted in the
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devel opnent of RS-002 to use existing information
already available to the staff; specifically,
NUREG 0800 and NUREG 1555. NUREG 0800, of course, is
the standard review plan, and 1555 is the
envi ronnental standard review pl an.

The draft RS-002, as you know, was
released for interim use and public coment in
Decenber '02. We cane to talk to you early that year,
and, of course, provided you that docunent for revi ew.
After thetine we briefed you, two additional sections
of the review standard were released for public
comment. One was on quality assurance, and t he ot her
was on accident anal ysis.

Those sections used NUREG 0800 as a
starting point, but were extensively revised to
reflect the need for specific guidance for early site
permts.

W al so considered devel opnment of the
section of RS-002 for physical security. However, the
staff elected to issue letter guidance to the three
initial ESP applicants. In the interim it is
consi dering the need for guidance to be provided in a
future docunent such as RS-002 on physical security
nmeasur es.

As | nentioned, we did receive public
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1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12

comments. We received actually two sets of comrents,
one on the docunent that we rel eased i n Decenber, and
t hen we had a separate public conment period for the
addi tional two sections that were released in April.
W received two sets of conments from NEI, one for
each rel ease, and two ESP applicants, which basically
endorsed the NEI comments.

W al so recei ved comment s fromt he Nucl ear
| nformati on and Resource Service on the second set of
chapters, and from as it says on here, M. Sandra
Li ndberg, who is a resident of the area around the
Clinton site and represents an organi zation entitled
"No New Nukes."

We responded to t hose comrents by letter.
Their comrents are all -- the public coments and
responses are all currently available on the new
react or licensing website. The staff has
appropriately incorporatedthe conmmentsintoarevised
draft RS-002. And we also incorporated the staff
positions onthe early site permt generic issues that
were rai sed by NEI and whi ch we tal ked about with you
at the last briefing.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So you will tell us
at sone point how you responded to these comrents? |

nmean, was it anything significant or --
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MR. SCOIT: What | planned to do this

norni ng was to highlight the -- what | woul d say were
the nore significant comments and our responses to
themfor --

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S:  So you wi Il do that.

MR SCOTT: Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  kay.

MR, SCOTT: | didn't plan to tal k about
every conment.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  No.

MR SCOIT: There were a nunber of them

The draft RS-002 that we devel oped t hat
incorporated all of this information is in managenent
concurrence. It's actually with OGCcurrently, and we
are on track to get that to the Comri ssion at their
request .

As a result of a staff requirements
menorandum requiring the use of existing or
previously-filed information, the Conm ssion has
requested that the revi ewstandard be provided to t hem
for their review. Qur goal for that is by the end of
the year. And then after the Commission's reviewis
conpl ete, we would issue the docunent.

In the neantime, the staff is using for

the review of the first three early site permt
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applications is the draft docunent that was devel oped
in Decenber, the additional sections that were
released in April, and the public comment responses
t hat have been -- al though not incorporated into the
text yet, they are in the back of the review standard
as issued to the staff.

I'd like to speak briefly about the
generic ESPissues. As | nentioned, we di scussed sone
of themw th you at the previous briefing early this
year. W have net several tines with NEI and the
potential applicants totry to facilitate resolution
of these issues.

The staff has recei ved a nunber of letters
fromNEl on themand has responded by letter. Al of
the letters witten by NEl and the staff responses by
letter to NEI are currently available on the new
reactor licensing website. And as well we have, as |
nment i oned, i ncorporated appropriately our positions on
these itens in the revi ew standard.

No addi ti onal ESP-rel at ed generi c nmeeti ngs
are planned with NEI. O course, we now have the
t hree applications, and so we're focused on specific
interactions with the three applicants.

The next few slides discuss sone of the

generic issues that we had not previously discussed
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withthe conmttee. So |l wouldjust |ike to highlight
a few of those very briefly.

There was an issue rai sed regardi ng what
t he appropriate duration of an ESP shoul d be, howthe
appl i cant shoul d request the duration, and what the
staff would consider inreviewingit. And we cane up
with afairly sinple approach here that the applicants
will seek the termthat they want up to 20 years, of
course, which is the law. And of course the |ead
appl i cants have all chosen 20 years.

The information in the application mnust
support the termthat the applicants are requesting.
And if not, then we will provide themthe opportunity
to anmend their application to either provide
additional information in support or to request a
different term

MEMBER KRESS: If they don't nmake it
within the 20 years, what's the process? Do they
reapply for the sane site?

MR. SCOIT: Do you nean if they choose
during -- if they don't choose during the first 20
years to seek an application, they can request an
extension. There is also a process in the rule by
which i f they choose not to utilize the permt at al

that it can -- the site can be renediated. And the
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applicant isrequired to renediate, if they have done
any early -- I"mgetting nyself m xed up here. That's
post permt.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, okay.

MR. SCOTT: They do have the opportunity
to extend the application, to request an extension.

MEMBER ROSEN: Is this permt when it's
i ssued evergreen in the sense that let's say an
applicant requested a permt, got one, and built a
plant, and by year 10 of the time decided to build
another unit. Wuld he have to reapply?

MR. SCOTT: He would have to reapply for
anot her COL. The application remains -- the ESP t hat
w || have been issued remains valid.

MEMBER ROSEN: Ckay. That's what |'m
asking. Let's say in year 1, after he gets an ESP, he
could start to build a plant and put it in service,
and then on year 10 he could do it again w thout a new
ESP, is that right?

MR. SCOTT: Assunming that the information
that the applicant has provided in the early site
permt application enconpasses the sumtotal of the
plants he want to put on the site. In other words,
t hey can provide us i nformati on for one or nore plants

inthe early site permt application.
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But if they doit for

only one, then they would have to do it again if they
wanted to do another --

MR,  SCOIT: If the information they
provi ded doesn't support nore t han one, then t hey have
to provide additional information, yes.

MEMBER LEI TCH: MKke, | take it that al
of the applicants have used the -- what's the right
tern? The bounding or the envel ope --

MR. SCOTT: Paraneter envel ope?

MEMBER KRESS: Pl ant paraneter envel ope?

MEMBER LEI TCH: That's it. That's right.

MR. SCOIT: Yes, they have.

VEMBER LEI TCH: They have taken that
appr oach?

MR. SCOIT: That's correct. And I'IIl talk
alittle bit nore about that as we go forward.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Ckay. Thanks.

MR, SCOIT: There were some coments on
that -- on the review standard.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Thank you.

MEMBER KRESS: But that process seens to
be wor ki ng okay?

MR SCOTT: Yes. We are, of course,

working in unprecedented territory here, so we're
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havi ng sone i nteresting di scussi ons as we get into the
reviews of the applications. And it's too early to
predict howall of those will turn out, but we got --
we were told to expect a pl ant paraneter envel ope, and
we got them and we're working through the reviews.
We're very early in the review process, of course.

Another issue that | had previously
t ouched upon was previously-filed information. The
early site permt applicant may, of course, reference
previously-filed information. They can't do so in a
bl anket manner. That is, they need to address sone of
t he considerations that are shown on the slide.

For exanpl e, you have a site that, while
very close potentially to an exi sting reactor, is not
on the exact sane place. And soil conditions can
change from part to part of a different -- of a
particular site, so they need to show the
applicability of the information and its use for the
site they actually want to build on.

If there is a difference in intended use
of the informati on fromwhat was originally devel oped
and how they want to use it now, they need to address
t hat . And, of course, we have quality assurance
requi renents that the information nust neet in order

to be used for the early site permt.
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The note on the bottomof the sliderefers
to the fact that we did get a petition for rul emaki ng
regardi ng use of existing information in new reactor
licensing applications, and that petition for
rul emaki ng was deni ed. It did not contain the
i nformati on such as | have here on the slide.

Anot her issue was effects of newunits at
exi sting sites, which has considerations going both
ways -- the potential effects of the construction
activity associated with a newreactor on an existing
reactor, and the potential effects of the existing
reactor on the new reactor

The licensee, of course, who owns and
operates the existing powerplant retains the
responsibility over the exclusion area, even if the
ESP holder's sitelies withinit. It mght seemthat
the ESP applicant and the licensee are the sanme
entity. However, it turns out that frequently they
are not.

Al'l three of the applicants that we have
recei ved applications fromarerelatedentitiestothe
exi sting licensees, but not the sane entity.

The ESP hol der and |icensee should have
appropri ate manageri al and adm ni strative i nterfaces,

of course. Staff is considering a condition on ESPs
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torequire the ESP hol der to notify the |icensee that
they are undertaking limted site work, which is
aut hori zed under certain conditions by 10 CFR Part - -

MEMBER ROSEN: Coul d you characterize t he
kind of things that areincludedinlimted site work?

MR. SCOIT: 1t's |ike going out and doi ng
gradi ng wor k, non-safety construction, adm ni strative
bui I di ngs, that sort of thing.

MEMBER ROSEN: Coul d you build a turbine
bui I di ng?

MR. SCOTT: |'mnot sure, but -- Jerry,
can you help me with that one?

MR W LSON: This is Jerry WIson, New
Reactor Secti on. VWhat we're talking about is
specifically LWA- 1 activities t hat are in
10 CFR 50.10(e)(1), and that is things, as M. Scott
said, creating an excavation and cl earing.

| f you get into physical structures, that
woul d conme under what we call LWA-2, and that's not
authorized in accordance with an early site permt.

MEMBER ROSEN: Could you build a
net eor ol ogi cal tower? Could you take borings?

MR. WLSON: Yes, of course. And in fact
that's done as part of the data acqui sition process in

preparing an application for an early site permt.
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And so that is not controlled by the permt, but in
fact is an allowed activity.

MEMBER  ROSEN: How about Ilimted
t renchi ng?

MR WLSON: Yes. You would have to do
that, too, for any investigation you would do for
onsite faulting and other geol ogic information.

MEMBER ROSEN: Sub-soil characterization
of the --

MR. WLSON: Certainly.

MR SCOTT: And the ESP applicant nust
address the inpacts of the existing reactor on the
proposed site, as | nentioned.

| would now like to talk about public
coment s on RS-002. The NEI comments, as | nentioned,
wer e endorsed by the two ESP applicants. That's the
comments that were provided on the version of the
docunment that was rel eased in Decenber '02. Sone of
t he focus of the significant safety site comments were
to clarify what is needed at the early site permt
stage versus what is needed at the COL stage.

W started out with a document, NUREG
0800, that was i ntended to capture all of the site and
the design issues. And so, of course, there was

cross-reference back and forth between the site-
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rel ated sections to the design-rel ated sections.

Well, inthe early site permt space we
don't have any design-related sections to cross-
reference to, and that's what the objective is -- not
to review the adequacy of the design. Wen we went
t hrough the devel opnment of the early site permt
revi ew st andard i n Decenber of | ast year, we attenpted
to elimnate unnecessary i nformati on requests rel ated
to the design, and in sone cases we fell short. And
some references escaped our attention, and the
commenters brought those to our attention and we've
gone back and taken care of that.

It's not al ways cl ear-cut as to where you
draw the |ine between what's needed at early site
permt versus what's needed at COL, and that's how we
got into the discussion of the plant paraneter
envel ope and its use in early site permts.

The next bullet refers to that. Wen we
devel oped the Decenber draft, the staff was stil
havi ng ongoi ng di scussi ons with NEI and t he appli cants
regardi ng how the PPE concept would be used. So we
pretty nmuch put a placeholder in the review standard
and said that the staff w1l develop appropriate
gui dance.

The | anguage that existed in the review
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standard at thetine paralleledtherule -- Part 52.17
-- which said that the type and nunber of reactors
shoul d be provided. And we changed, in response to
t he corments on t he pl ant paraneter envel ope, to all ow
for the fact that in lieu of that information -- the
type of reactor and the nunber of reactors -- the
desi gn surrogate information could be provided by a
pl ant paraneter envel ope.

MEMBER KRESS: Now, as | recall, one of
t he sticking points of that was whether or not there
was a need for a source term specification.

MR SCOIT: There was. There is a
separate comment on that. NEI had coment ed t hat t hey
believe that the focus of the, if youw |, end result
of the evaluations for the ESP, the neasure of the
site's effectiveness, would be the chi over Q the
di spersi on.

The staff took a | ook at that. However,
the rules we believe are clear. 10 CFR 52.17(a) (1)
calls for an evaluation of the site against the dose
consequence eval uation factors in 10 CFR50. 34(a) (1).
W sent a letter to NEl and to the applicants that
stated that staff position. W acknow edged that a
PPE coul d be used to provide the source term

We  further acknowl edged that t he
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information that we had originally put in the draft
review standard regarding the appearance of
radi onucl i des i n contai nnent was real | y not necessary,
if the ESP states what we're looking for is the
rel ease of radionuclides to the environnent.

So t hen we woul d consi der the source term
whi ch m ght be a PPE, and then the source term once
t he radi onuclides are rel eased, is a function of the
site characteristics that ends i n bei ng a dose nunber
which is part of -- which is then conpared with the
dose and response eval uation factors.

MEMBER KRESS: Now, if the PPE is
structured such that peaks limting design features
fromvari ous candi date types of reactors that m ght be
put on the site -- and also specifies chi over Q
woul d that not be sufficient to say it automatically
neets the dose characteristics if the chi over Q
val ues and t he boundi ng desi gn descri pti on val ues were
for already-certified plants, or already-existing
i censed pl ants?

MR, SCOIT: In effect, the three
appli cants have done that. They've used the ABWR and
t he AP1000 and done nore or |l ess what | said, whichis
simlar to what you said. They actually ran through

and came up with a nunber and conpared it with 50. 34.
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That's not far different I think fromwhat you just
sai d.

MEMBER ROSEN:  How do you handl e t he fact
that, you know, the building effects, the building
wake ef f ects and t hose ki nd of things sonetines factor
into these cal cul ati ons, when you don't know what t he
building is going to look like exactly or where
they' re exactly going to be?

MR, SCOTT: | believe -- and I'll ask Jay
Lee to correct ne if | state this wong, but they are
conservatively assumng a ground-level release and
negl ecting building effects, building wake effects.

MR LEE: Yes, that's correct.

MR. SCOTT: That was Jay Lee of our SPSB
group.

MEMBER KRESS: Was that conservative?

MR LEE: Yes.

MEMBER KRESS: In other words, building
wake effects inprove the dispersion?

MR.  SCOTT: It retarded from getting
offsite.

MEMBER KRESS: You're worried about
control roomhabitability issues?

MR. SCOIT: We do not revert -- we do not

address control room habitability of --
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MEMBER KRESS: That's at the COL stage.

MEMBER ROSEN:  No, |'mnot worried about
control room |Inthis line of questioning|l'mreally
trying to think about if you just use chi over Q
i nformation, wi nd rose information, and t opographi cal
information, would that be sufficient? Because you
don't know where the plant is actually going to be
exactly, and you don't know what the configuration of
the building is going to be relative to the w nd
roses.

So, you know, you can -- |I'm just
wondering -- worrying that we mght get into a
situation where you don't estimate it conservatively.
When the applicant finally cones in and places the
buildings, it isn't -- what you did earlier wasn't
conservative.

MR. SCOTT: The applicant is burdenedw th
-- inusing a PPE with being conservative. Now, if
they cone in at the conbined |license stage, and they
have a configuration that would result in a higher
dose rate than was cal cul ated at the ESP, then the
i ssue woul d be subject to being reopened.

So t hey are bot h burdened, and they real |y
need for the sake of the useful ness of the ESP to be

conservative at the ESP stage.
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MR WLSON:. Mke, this is Jerry WIson.

| want to add al so that the applicant does have to
specify the exact |ocation on the site where they
intend to build the plant, and the reviewis done on
that | ocation. The permt doesn't authorize any
| ocation on the site, but just the specific |ocation
that's defended in the application.

MR. SCOTT: They just nmade a footprint is
what they do, an ESP footprint.

MEMBER ROSEN:  So if the applicant noves
it 10 feet fromthat, he has to justify or --

MR SCOIT: That's correct.

MEMBER ROSEN: | nean, that could easily
happen when you do all of the subsurface
i nvestigations and find out that it would be better if
it was, you know, just a little bit this way instead
of that way and --

MR, SCOIT: That's true. | would say that
at | east based on the application that I'mthe PMfor

they have a fairly large footprint. There's a fair

amount of --

MEMBER ROSEN: Flexibility in that.

MR SCOIT: -- roomin that. Yes.

Ckay. As | nmentioned, the other
significant itens that | won't go over in detail
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unl ess the committee would like to hear themis the
generic issues. Al of the ones that were -- that
have been addressed, which is sone popul ation of the
ones that were considered, are appropriately
i ncorporated in RS-002.

The next slide -- staff wll -- as |
mentioned, the staff will address the PPE concept in
RS- 002 using | anguage simlar to what you seein this
slide -- a nucl ear powerpl ant of specified type or as
defined by a PPE. W put specific guidance for use of
PPE in there. Staff will, of course, clarify in
RS- 002 what information is needed at COL.

An ongoi ng i ssue of concern has been the
applicability of Appendix B to early site permts.
You may recall we discussed this with you in March
The staff believes that quality assurance neasures
equi val ent in substance to those in Appendix B are a
necessary starting point for the staff's review.

W are not requiring the applicants to
provide us a QA programplan with their application,
but the staff is asking or will ask the applicants to
provi de descriptions of the neasures they are using
such that the staff can have confidence in the
reliability and integrity of the data that supports

t he application.
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We believe that is required, even though
10 CFR Part 52 does not explicitly address quality
assurance. The finality provisions of 10 CFR 52
require the staff to have confidence in the data when
we meke the decisions that we make at the ESP st age,
because absent certain very limted circunstances we
are not allowed to revisit those at the COL stage.

MEMBER ROSEN: | don't know why you are
being so delicate about it. | nmean, after all, the
plants are going to have to be designed, built, and
constructed in accordance with Appendix B. The
guestion is: when does that start? It seens to ne
you don't need to be so delicate. You can just say it
starts now when you conme in and ask for an ESP.

MR, SCOTT: Effectively, it does, but
we're dealingwith aregulatory framework whi ch i s not
quite as straightforward as that that's applicable to
Part --

MEMBER ROSEN: But what you do wi || define
the -- will becone precedent.

MR SCOTT: Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN.  So, you know, it seens to
me that you build a trap for the licensee --

MR SCOIT: Well, we don't --

MEMBER ROSEN: -- in sonme respects. |If
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they don't -- if you don't say up front, "This whole
thing i s going to be designed, built, and constructed
in accordance -- and operated in accordance wth
Appendi x B," so there's no period of time after you
decide to make the filing, or maybe even before the
filing, when you' re not covered by Appendi x B, because

t hen you have to nake a transiti on out of whatever it

was your quality assurance programwas -- equival ent
in substance or something like that -- to full
Appendi x B. And it seens to ne that's nore

conplicated than just sayingright upfront, "Bitethe
bul let."

MR. SCOTT: And the staff would prefer
that we were able to do that, but the | egal franework
does not give us that option. However, if you | ook at
what we have put in the review standard for gui dance
on quality assurance for early site permt
applications, it is information of the sane type
framewor k as Appendi x B.

Al we're sayingisis we're going to use
Appendi x Bto reviewthe applicant's quality assurance
measur es.

MEMBER ROSEN: Wl |, | don't want to beat
it to death, but have you tal ked to OGC about whet her

the law -- the framework is --
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MR SCOIT: Extensively.

MEMBER ROSEN: Ckay.

(Laughter.)

Wll, I"mnot a lawer, so | don't know,
but --

MR, W LSON: Once again, this is Jerry
W | son. | just want to point out that in our

preapplication reviewneetings with the applicants we
did state in effect what you said is that we nmade it
clear that it was our expectation that their data
acqui sition, data analysis, and reports justifying
those site characteristics that affect safety-rel ated
structures shoul d be done i n accordance with a program
that's equivalent to Appendix B. So they were on
notice early on in that regard.

MR SCOIT: O her items? There was a
comment regarding the maxi num design basis tornado
wi nd speed. There has been correspondence back and
forth about 10 vyears ago regarding what the
appropriate assunption of tornado wi nd speed woul d be
for design certifications. And through a SECY the
staff accepted 300 miles per hour as a nunber to be
used as a nomnal site paraneter, if you will, for
design certification.

The comment had been nmde t hat we shoul d,
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therefore, accept 300 mles an hour as a site
characteristic for all sites. The staff does not
believe that's technically supportable. If you | ook
at the data that's available, there are several
regi ons of the country where 300 m | es per hour woul d
be a non-conservative tornado w nd speed.

VWhat we have told the applicants is that
there is areg. guide that's out there that provides
a nunber for different regions of the United States.
They can use that or they can use any nunber they care
to, as long as they can justify it on a site-specific
basi s.

MEMBER KRESS: Does that nmean t hey can use
| ess than 300 for sone sites that --

MR SCOTT: If you can justify it, yes.
You may use the site parameter -- or site
characteristic, I"'msorry -- if you can justify it
based on site-specific data.

Another issue is that the staff wll
clarify that the applicants nmay choose to address nore
issues at the early site permt stage than is
contenpl ated at RS-002. Wen we devel oped RS-002, we
deliberately deleted information that we did not
bel i eve was germane to an early site permt, and that

we did not believe woul d be provided by applicants.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

33

However, we recognize ~-- and the
commenters highlighted for us -- the circunstances
under whi ch an applicant will come in. They may cone
in with nore design information rather than a PPE
They may ask for resolution of nore issues than the
staff had i ntended or expected to be resolved at the
ESP stage. So the comment was: adjust the review
standard to allow for that, and we're doing that.

CHAI RMAN BONACA: Yes. Regardi ng the
maxi mum desi gn basis tornado, you said that under
certain conditions, if an applicant can justify a
| ower maxi numdesi gn basi s tornado, they can do that.

MR SCOIT: Right.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: What criteria do you use
for acceptance of a | ower nunber? | mean, you still
woul d want to have a margin, right? Some nmargin over
an experienced maxi mum tornado w nd speed for the
ar ea.

MR SCOIT: That's correct.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Do you have a criterion
for that?

MR. SCOIT: The staff has reg. guides
applicable to this subject, yes.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: So there is guidance

there --
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MR. SCOTT: There is guidance, yes.

CHAl RVAN BONACA: -- for a licensee to
know what kind of margin he is commtted to.

MR. SCOTT: | believe that is covered in
t hose reg. guides, yes.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Al l right.

MEMBER LEI TCH: A question about the
review standard. The applications you've received
t hus far have all been for an additional unit or units
on an existing site. |Is the review standard broad
enough to deal with a new site?

MR. SCOTT: Yes. The review standard is
i ntended to provide gui dance for a greenfield as well
as an existing site, yes.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Now, are there any open
construction permts at the nonment? It seenmed to ne
there may be at | east one.

MR. SCOTT: There are, that | can think
of, a couple. | believe Bellafonte still has a CP
but those are plants that are -- sone of themat | east
are wel |l advanced in construction. Quite frankly, we
haven't heard interest fromother parties other than
the three we have here directly.

VEMBER LEI TCH: | seem to recall that

perhaps Watts Bar has a unit that's very nearly
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conplete, that --

MR. SCOTT: They do. | don't know whet her
they have a CP for it or not.

M. WIson, do you know?

MR W LSON: Jerry W I son. | don't
recall. You're talking about Watts Bar 2, and that
hasn't been conpl et ed.

MR. SCOTT: No, they don't have a CP.

MEMBER LEITCH  So if the construction
permt has expired, and they would want to conplete
the unit, it would go through this process, too? |Is
t hat --

MR. SCOTT: Conplete a unit that's been
constructed that -- this far under Part 50, | -- that
sounds pretty unw el dy.

MR WLSON:. MKke, this is Jerry WIson
again. No, you wouldn't use this process. Renenber,
this process is for banking a site for future use, and
so let's take the particular exanple you' re talking
about, specifically Watts Bar 2, and | et's assune for
the nonment that DBA wanted to conplete that unit.
They woul d cone i n under Part 50 and seek an operati ng
i cense.

First of all, they'd have to reestablish

their construction permt. | mean, assune Dr. Kress
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is correct and they don't have one. They'd have to
reapply for their construction permt and follow
t hrough on that process.

MEMBER LEITCH: COkay. So this process
woul d not be --

MR. WLSON: Yes. There wouldn't be any
benefit in going through this process.

MEMBER LEI TCH: No. GCkay. Thank you.

MEMBER KRESS: Let ne ask you a strange
qguesti on. QG her than environnmental considerations
| i ke overheating the water sink, heat sink, or things
like that, is there sone consideration in the
regul ati ons sonewhere that will limt the nunber of
pl ants that can be put on a site?

MR. SCOTT: There is no specific --

MEMBER  KRESS: O her t han t he
environmental rules. | knowthere are sone of those
that could stop it, but --

MR. SCOTT: There are paraneters that
could result froma |large nunber of reactors for --
you referred to one. For exanple, let's say that you
had a reactor or are contenpl ating putting a reactor
on a |l ake that has a certain heat sink capability, and
the nore reactors the nore you stress the heat sink.

But there's nothing that says you can only --
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MEMBER KRESS: But there's no risk
criteria that will limt the nunmber of plants on a
site.

MR. SCOTT: Only indirectly, because you
have to -- however many you plan to put on the site,

you have to denonstrate that you conply with the
regul ations for offsite dose.

MEMBER KRESS: Yes. But that doesn't add
up the doses fromthe various plants.

MR.  SCOIT: Ri ght . There is no
specific --

MEMBER KRESS: There's no risk. For
exanmpl e, if you exceeded t he LRF acceptance criteria,
there's no way -- there's no real regulation that
says, no, you can't build any nore plants on this
site.

MR WLSON: Dr. Kress is famliar with
the work Tom King has been doing, and we've had
i nternal discussions about this issue at -- you know,
there is no specific set nunber at the nonent. But at
some point if you envisioned a site with a |ot of
plants -- | think the NRC asked a question about a
tradeoff between individual risk caused by an
accunul ation of plants versus societal risk and

whet her we have gotten to a point where there's too
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much risk there, it's an interesting --

VEMBER KRESS: | have no doubt that it
asked that question, but there's no real way to --

MR. WLSON: And | think we'd ask the ACRS
t hat question is what we'd do.

MEMBER ROSEN:  And we'd ask Tom Kress.

MEMBER KRESS: And 1'd tell them

MR. SCOIT: Another item that we have
received a comment on is the review standard carried
over from NUREG 0800, discussion of the operating
basi s earthquake.

Now, as it turned out we carried over
di scussion fromthe 1981 versi on of NUREG 0800, and
t here was a newer version that had actual ly elim nated
that discussion. And it's not a necessary topic for
early site permt, so we responded that we would
delete reference to OBE from the -- our review
st andar d.

O course, once the safe shutdown
eart hquake is cal culated, then the rules have neans
for calculating the OBE. But it's not a necessary ESP
subj ect.

W tal ked about this next one -- the full
revi ew of the radi ol ogi cal consequences -- so | won't

plan to go over that again.
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|'ve tal ked so far about the comments we
received from the industry, from NEI and the
applicants. The next slide discusses the comments
t hat we recei ved fromt he Nucl ear | nformati on Resource
Servi ce and Sandra Li ndberg. These comments, as you
know from your review, generally focused on a w de
vari ety of issues, nost of which by regulation are
out side the scope of early site permt.

And so we struggle to respond positively
to the conments, but recognize that really there was
no change t hat was needed or even appropriate for the
reviewstandard. And this slide carries sone exanpl es
of some of the i ssues that were addressed. There was
concern about terrorismas an initiator for design
basis accidents. O course, this is a nuch |arger
i ssue that's been under discussion outside the ESP
f ramewor k.

Spent fuel pool and dry cask storage
safety -- specifically the di scussions that have been
going on regarding catastrophic spent fuel pool
accident -- which, of course, is outside the scope of
an early site permt, spent fuel disposal.

Yucca Muntain is specifically in the
regul ations stated to be a subject that has been

resolved by the Conm ssion pending continuing
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noni toring, so it need not be addressed i n indivi dual
appl i cations. And there were concerns about
cont ai nnent design, and, of course, design is not a
subject for early site permts, so that didn't apply
as wel | .

Bot h comment er s expressed concernwith t he
PPE concept. The comenters seened to see the use of
t he PPE concept as arisk to public health and safety.
The staff pointed out in its comment responses that
t he applicant who chooses to use a PPE accepts the
fact that the COL applicant, in referencing such an
ESP, will need to denonstrate that the paraneters of
t he actual plant design fall within the PPE. |f they
can't do that, then the issues becone avail able for
reconsider -- yes, available for reconsideration at
t he COL stage.

So, therefore, the staff does not see the
applicant's use of a PPE as a risk to public health
and safety at the ESP stage.

MEMBER ROSEN:  So, in that sense, when the
appl i cant proposes a given PPE, the staff may think
that, well, it really ought to be broader than that.
" m just taking hypothetical paraneter X, that the
applicant proposes that it should be between two and

five. And the staff thinks it really ought to be
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bet ween one and six for reason -- whatever reasons.

But the staff really has no basis to say

it ought to be between one and six. |If the applicant
says between -- he's going to design between two and
five, sobeit. Isn't that the way you would take it?

MR. SCOIT: That's correct. W have
stated inour letter to NEl and the applicants on that
subject that the «criterion is that it's not
unreasonable. W are not going to exam ne the PPE in
detail for the sort of considerations you' re talking
about. It is the applicant's burden to provide a PPE
that they can live with at the COL stage.

MEMBER ROSEN:  Ckay. That's the hard-and-
fast nut of this. And then, if the applicant |ater
comes back and says, "You know when you guys were
tal ki ng about one and six? Well, six is really too
much, but we probably need one.” That's a big
problem isn't it?

MR SCOIT: It neans that --

MEMBER ROSEN: At that point?

MR. SCOIT: It nmeans that -- you're
tal ki ng post ESP there.

MEMBER ROSEN.  Yes, right.

MR. SCOTT: Then, that's an issue that's

subj ect to evaluation at the COL stage.
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MEMBER ROSEN: Ckay. So then it just

flips into the COL stage.

MR. SCOIT: Right. But what the practi cal
effect isis that, if you wll, it reopens it.

VEMBER ROSEN: Ri ght . It reopens that
i ssue for the COL.

MR. SCOIT: Right. Soit's certainly not
to the applicant's advantage, therefore. It's
important to themthat they have a PPE they can live
with at the ESP stage. And they're looking into the
future in a sense, and the reason why they have the
PPE i s because they want to keep their options open
for a future design as yet perhaps not visible to
them But they want to set their PPE broad enough to
envel ope that reactor design as well.

Just for your i nf or mati on, t he
applications that we' ve gotten have -- at | east two of
t hem have said, "W | ooked at the follow ng reactors
when we made our PPE." But the PPE doesn't say this
nunber is for one reactor or another.

MEMBER LEI TCH: This may sound |ike a
facetious question, but could it -- it al nbst sounds
like an applicant could say, "lI'd like to build a
pl ant here, and I'mgoing to conply with all of the

regul ations. M/ boundi ng nunbers -- the one and the
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si x or whatever," to use Steve's exanple, "are going
to be just within the regulatory bounds. And 1'm

going to build a certified design." GCkay?

MR. SCOTT: Right. I'mnot sure what your
guestion is.

MEMBER LEI TCH: |  mean, could the
application be that broad? |'m basically going to

conply with all of the regulations, and |'"mgoing to
build a certified design. Can | have your perm ssion
to --

MR. SCOTT: So you're talking about

somebody submtting acertifieddesignwththeir ESP

MEMBER LEI TCH: No, a pre-certified
desi gn.

MR. SCOTT: They could use that as a PPE,
if you will. | nmean, they could -- we have -- the

gui dance allows for different possibilities for the
applicant coming in with a PPE, for the applicant
coming in with a non-certified design, or with a
certified design. And there are different forks in
the road as far as how we handle it.

CHAI RVAN  BONACA: But you have two
speci fi ed paraneters.

MR. SCOTT: Right. Wat they have to do

is provide enough information for us to verify that

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

44

they've net the regulation. Specifically, the one
that's the sticking point is 52.17(a)(1l), dose
consequence eval uation, referringto 50.34. They have
to provide enough information to support that, and
there are -- as you know, there are various options
for doing that.

MEMBER KRESS: What the plant paraneter
envel ope does for the applicant is given the -- if
t hey' re broad enough and conservatively enough that
t hey can choose from any nunber of types of reactor
designs, and those will fit into this plant paraneter
envelope. So it gives themthe flexibility of not
being tied into just one reactor or design at the tinme
of their inception.

MR. SCOIT: Right. Yes. And that is, in
fact, what all three have chosen to do. And we assune
inthe future that's what they're going to do as wel |.

Laura tal ked briefly about the status of
the three ESP applications, and | won't dwell on that.
We did, as she nmentioned, need to stagger the reviews
of the three applications, because of resource i ssues
and the fact that two of the three applications cane
in late.

MEMBER KRESS: What does t he mi ddl e bul | et

mean t here?
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MR. SCOTT: Acceptance reviewis conplete?

MEMBER KRESS: Yes.

MR. SCOTT: Well, we are required when t he
applications are submtted to determ ne whet her they
are sufficiently conplete to support a staff review

MEMBER KRESS: Ch, | see. | see.
That's --

MR SCOIT: That's the --

MEMBER KRESS: You haven't fully -- you
haven't revi ewed them You've just said, "W're going
toreviewit, and this is enough information."

MR, SCOIT: Ri ght. That's in 10 CFR
Part 2. Basically, it's just, is there enough
information there to start the staff's review? It
makes no decision as to -- or inference as to whet her
we find it satisfactory or not. It just says we' ve
got enough to get started.

And two of the three -- the ones that cane
in on Septenber 25th have gone through that process,
and the third one is going through that process now.

MEMBER KRESS: | presune these applicants
have no problenms with these tinmeframes. They | ook
like they're pretty expeditious to ne.

MR. SCOTT: Well, I guess the short answer

to your question is nobody has a concernwith the tine
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that's been allotted here. There is 21 nonths --
don't m sunderstand this. The staff's review wll
take 21 nonths. This is a-- the two and four nonths
is a delta.

MEMBER KRESS: A starting point.

MR. SCOTT: Yes. I|I'dreally like to be
able to turn themout in two nonths, but | don't think
we could -- can we do that? No.

MEMBER KRESS: No.

MR,  SCOIT: The staff's review is 21
nont hs, and then we assune 12 nonths for the hearing
and Commi ssi on' s deci sion process. Sothetotal is 33
nont hs.

VWhat the delta neans here is 21 nonths for
North Anna, 23 for Exelon, and 25 for dinton.

MEMBER KRESS: Ckay.

MR SCOIT: I'msorry. Gand Gulf.

VI CE CHAI RMAN WALLIS: So it takes three
years to nmake a deci sion?

MR, SCOIT: It will not take the staff
three years to nmake a decision. It'll take the staff
21 nonths to mke a decision and meke a
recommendat i on.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI'S: Soit will be three

years before a decision is nmade that --
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MR  SCOTT: Close to it. If the

assunpti ons about the hearing are correct. That is a
process that's outside our control. As you know, this
i s a mandatory heari ng.

MEMBER KRESS: But when you conplete the
hearing and have decided to grant this early site
permit, what is the mechanismthen? |Is that a | aw?
Does it becone arule, or isit just aletter fromthe
Conmi ssion to the applicant?

MR SCOIT: It will be a permt that wll
be submtted.

MEMBER KRESS: It'll be a permt.

MR. SCOTT: Yes, it is a permt. And we
are still working on what the wording of that would
be, and sone of the issues that we've tal ked about
today will be tied up in what that wording will be.

MEMBER ROSEN:  You sai d sonething | didn't
know, and | -- you said there's a nandatory hearing --

MR SCOIT: That's correct.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- before the ESP can be
heard. And evenif there's nointervention, and there
is no -- no intervenors are granted status to
participate, there still is a hearing?

MR SCOIT: That's correct.

VEMBER ROSEN: What woul d be heard? |
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nean - -

MR. SCOTT: There are requirenents for
what happens in an uncontested hearing. [''m not
prepared to address themin detail, but we -- Nan, do

you want to say somet hing?

M5. G LLES: | was just going to say that
in that case it would just be the staff answering
guestions fromthe |icensing board. Is that correct,
Bob? Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN:  That woul d be ASLB?

M5. G LLES: Yes.

MR SCOTT: Yes, that's correct. Bob, did
you want to add somet hi ng?

MR. VEI SMAN:  |'m Bob Wei sman from OGC.

The regul ations in 2.104 and 52. 21 spell out what has

to be heard in the -- in an uncontested proceeding.
So it's -- pretty sinply, it's the ultinmate safety
concl usion -- no undue risk, the ultinmte concl usion

on t he environnental side, plus afindingwthrespect
to Part 100. So those are the three issues the ASLB
woul d be considering in an uncontested proceedi ng.
MEMBER ROSEN. (kay. Thank you.
MR. SCOTT: 1'd like to address a little
bit the ESP application submttal del ays, which we've

t al ked about. W expected originally to receive two
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applications in June and one in Septenber. The two in
June were from Exel on and Entergy, and then Dom ni on
was going to conme in in Septenber

The way it devel oped was Domi ni on came in
as -- basically, as planned, a day ahead of their
proj ected date. The other two -- one cane in in
Septenber, as we nentioned, and the other one in
Cct ober. The reason for the delays relate to the
i ssues that are discussed on this slide.

All  three applicants were wusing a
probabi listic approach, of course, in accordance with
Part 100 to characterize the seismc hazard. They
were al |l dependent upon conpl eti on of an EPRI report,
a ground notion attenuation study, that they had
expected to receive at the begi nning of this cal endar
year and did not, in fact, becone available to them
until substantially later in the year. So they were
all put behind schedule as a result of that.

Furt her nor e, t he gr ound not i on
uncertainties were hi gher than previously recomended
by EPRI, and this caused them to have sone
difficulties with the results they got using the Reg.
Gui de 1. 165 endorsed net hodol ogy. And so two of the
t hree applicants have conme in with a nmethodol ogy for

cal cul ating the seism c hazard. That di ffers sonewhat
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fromthat in Reg. Guide 1.165.

The staff is currently considering howto
accept, whether to accept that different nmethodol ogy.
So the del ays were all related to the seisnic issues.

The next slide just shows a tineline
This is simlar to what we showed you at the March
update. | just changed the nominal tineline nunbers
to show actual dates based on the receipt of the
Dom ni on application, which was the first one that
cane in. Actually, it was the second one by 15
mnutes to conme in, but it's the first one to be
revi ewed, because the staff had already allotted
resources to support the review of that application.

And so they are -- the schedul e you see on
this slide is for Dom nion. The other two are
approximately two nonths later as far as the
conpl etion of the m | estones.

MEMBER KRESS: So we have a commitnment in
Decenber of next year.

MR. SCOTT: We've pencilled in the full
conmttee and subcomittee reviews. For Domi nion it
woul d be in Decenber, and then two nonths |ater, of
course, and four nmonths |l ater for the other two, yes.

VI CE CHAI RVMAN WALLIS: So is the -- what

isit, one FTE working full time on this thing for a
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year, let's say, or over a year?

MR.  SCOTT: You' re speaking of staff
resources?

VI CE CHAI RMVAN WALLI S: Yes. |'mtryingto
figure out what's going on during all this tine.

MR. SCOTT: Well, the issue is that the
techni cal resources that revi ewed these applications
are not hours for full time. As a matter of fact, the
sanme staff resources that are reviewi ng the ESPs are
supporting license renewal s --

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR. SCOIT: -- which have a highpriority,
of course, for the Conmi ssion. So we're sharingtine.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: So the time is
probably exchanging letters and questions, and --

MEMBER SI EBER:  Heari ngs.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: -- all that sort of
stuff, rather than someone just working through this?

MR SCOTT: Well, right. The staff has
started their technical reviews. There are site
visits to be conducted, audits, developnent of
requests for additional information. And about April
of next year the staff will owe us a prelimnary draft
SER, along with our RAIs. There are a whol e seri es of

m | estones. They're not all on here. | just hit the
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hi ghl i ght s.

MEMBER SHACK: What is the FTE effort to
make an early site permt?

MR. SCOIT: Steve, can you speak to that?

MR, KOENICK: It's roughly -- | guess we
had forecasted a certain effort in our report several
years ago. W are, | would say, roughly around the
same -- give or take 10 percent -- fromthose val ues.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Wi ch were?

MR KCEN CK:  Around 20.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: 207

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: 21.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: 20 peopl e?

M5. G LLES: 20 FTE.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: 20 people for a
year ?

M5. G LLES: 20 FTE over the 33-nonth
schedul e.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: Gee whi z.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: And that does not
i ncl ude revi ewi ng t he sei sm ¢ et hodol ogy i tsel f, does
it?

MR SCOTT: Well, that will be part of
this process, yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So it's part of the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

53
33?2

M5. G LLES: 33 nonths, yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It is. So you had
anticipated there woul d be new net hodol ogi es and - -

MR. SCOIT: Well, we anticipated that
seismc issues would be of significant inportance,
yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  What does accept ance
revi ew conpl ete nean?

MR. SCOIT: That just nmeans that the staff
has basically |ooked at the applications and
determ ned t hat t he applicant has provi ded reasonabl e
information in each section. |It's nothing nore than
that. I1t's a two-week review

MEMBER ROSEN: It's a little puzzling to
me, and it may be puzzling to | ay people as well, why
seismic issues on a site which already has units on it
woul d be so central to this discussion. | nean, the
earth isn't changed. Can you hel p ne under st and what
has changed?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  The met hodol ogy.

MR SCOIT: Well, several things have
changed. The net hodol ogy has changed. There's
addi ti onal data. Research has continued to go on

regardi ng the seism c hazards in general. | think
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Ciff Minson is going to step up and give us sone
addi tional information.

MR. MUNSON: We have since the -- excuse
me, Ciff Munson, Civil Engineering. W have several
-- additional information since the early plants were
sited. W have information on ground notion, on
seism c source size, recurrence, how often they
happen, where they happen. Al of this information
has to get folded into this probabilistic seismc
hazard approach, which is also a new approach.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  But how woul d that
affect, then, the existing reactor?

MR. MUNSON: Well, for early site permt
work, we're determning a site SSE. That will not be
used as a basis for design. Presumably they wll
choose a certified design, which al ready has a design
spectrum So right now we're just defining a site
hazard SSE. Part 50 deals with the existing --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Yes. But what if
this SSE is different fromthe SSE of the existing
unit?

MR, MUNSON: Vell, we have several
reactors right noww th different design spectra that
were licensed at a | ater date.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  The sane --
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MR. MUNSON: The sane site. W just have

different spectra. So, | nean, it -- we just get new
information. W have generally a higher spectra.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: So t hi s neans t hat we
have done it before.

MR. MUNSON:  Yes, we have done it.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Is it logical? 1Is
there a criterion that you have to pass in order to
say this is okay?

MR WLSON. This is Jerry WIson.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: It has to becone an
i ssue of adequate protection?

MR. WLSON: This is a situation that the
staff faces fromtinme to tine, and it's basically
we' |l make a judgnent as to whet her newinformationis
signi fi cant enough to cause us to go back and re-1 ook
and make sone sort of a backfit decision. But as has
been stated, we have had this situation in the past,
and it's possible it could occur in the future.

W have to renmenber -- take oursel ves back
when we revi sed Part 100. Keep part of that revision,
whi ch was done in -- | believe it was '96 -- was that
we change the nethodol ogy upon which we determ ned
saf e shut down eart hquakes.

And at that time, | think it was expected
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that at sone point in the future, given new
i nformati on about sei snol ogy and t he new process, t hat
you coul d end up with SSEs and response specters that
are different than what they are at the existing
pl ant. As has been said, it has happened i n t he past,
and it is likely to happen in the future.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: So it's really the
backfit rule.

MR WLSON: It will comeintoplay if it
was determ ned that we would do sonething. But you
shoul dn't assune that we woul d.

Go ahead.

MEMBER SI EBER. | can gi ve you an exanpl e
of two units that were built 13 years apart, one of --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  Which site is this?

MEMBER Sl EBER: My old site, Beaver
Valley. And the first unit had a different seisnic
criteria than the second. And if you look at the
plants, you'll see a difference in piping supports,
and so forth. On the other hand, in the process of
licensing Unit 2, we did a |lot of backfits on Unit 1
to take into account the revised seismc paraneters.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: And these backfits
wer e i nposed on you by the NRC, or you choseto doit,

or bot h?
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MEMBER S| EBER: Wel |, fromthe standpoi nt

of engineering, you'rerequiredto neet thecriterias.
You do the backfit w thout sonebody comng with a
whi p. | nmean, that's the way professionals do
engi neeri ng.

MR. BAGCHI : M nane i s GoutamBagchi. |
just wanted to share sone perspective with you. The
backfit rule is relatively new Sone of those sites
where the seism c requirenents changed changed j ust
increnental ly.

MEMBER SI EBER:  That's right.

MR. BAGCHI : However, here we are tal king
about a different process, di fferent revi ew
requirement, and the site paranmeters may turn out to
be substantially different fromthe one that was used
for the design of an existing unit.

But how do we assure ourselves that we
have | ooked at sonme of these possibilities? | rem nd
you of the | PEEE programin which we | ooked at revi ew
| evel earthquakes, which were substantially I|arger
than the SSE. So we have eval uated the capability of
pl ants to resi st earthquakes bigger than the design,
so pl ease keep that in mnd.

MEMBER ROSEN: Vell, is it also a

possibility that this new review could lead to a
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eart hquake magni t ude and spectra that are | ess taxing
than the original?

MR. BAGCHI : Pl ease repeat that question.
"' mnot sure --

MEMBER ROSEN: Is it possible that the
review that you're going to do here could lead to
spectra for the site and maybe the site magnitude --
t he magnitude of the earthquake at the site, which
woul d be less -- lower than the current nunbers?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Coul d be.

MR. MUNSON: | have -- the site SSEis not
going to be used for design. W'IIl come up with --
they could come up with a site SSE that is | ower than
their current design basis for the site, but that will
not be used for design. For design they will use a
certified spectrumfromAP -- for exanple, AP1000 or
ABWR, or sonething |Iike that.

MEMBER ROSEN: |'mjust trying to --

MEMBER APCSTOLAKI S: 1" mconf used, though.
|"mreally confused.

MEMBER ROSEN: I'm just trying to
understand the inpact -- the possible inpacts on the
exi sting plants. One possible inmpact is clear, and
Jack describedit. W mght decideto -- that the new

information i s useful and val uabl e and creates a need
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to do sonme backfit to the existing plant.

The other case seenms to be just the
opposite. You |look at the new information and say,
"Hhm | guess we were a little bit overconservative
in our existing plants. W really don't need all
t hose supports and structural whatever, because the
siteis actually |l ess seismcally active and | ess --
than we thought."” And, therefore, there m ght be
some - -

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: No. But there is
al so a possibility that you will have different SSE
for the two units and you do nothing about it.

MEMBER ROSEN: That's al so possi bl e, too.
| just don't want to exclude our --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS:  Yes. But isn't --

MEMBER ROSEN:. -- and |' maski ng sonebody
totell me why it would be excluded, if it could be,
that this --

MR. BAGCHI: Is there a public health and
safety concern in that question of yours, sir?

MEMBER ROSEN: A public health and safety
concern? O course.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKIS: Well, | don't know.
| don't know. And renenber --

MR BAGCH : Well, | nmean --
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MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But renmenber, the

fourth strategic goal of the Comm ssion is public
confidence. And this is not sonething that enhances
that, if at the sanme site you have two units that have
different design criteria. You have to explain it
sonmehow.

MR BAGCHI: Right.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: But it seenms to ne that
assune that you have sonewhat different design
criteria for anewplant onthe sane site. Still, the
i nformati on you have may not justify backfitting the
previ ous plant.

MEMBER APOCSTOLAKI S: And | agree with
t hat .

CHAI RVAN BONACA: In fact, | mean, you
have to think about it as if you had a new site, say,
300 feet away, and you treat it independently of the
first one. | nean, it -- thereis afull -- there are
full generations of plants that we are still operating
right now that neet different requirenents based on
the knowl edge that we had at that tinme, plus sone
consi derati ons.

MEMBER APOSTCLAKIS:  Well, the issue is
really how ethical Caesar's wi fe appears to be, not

how et hi cal she i s.
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VEMBER KRESS: No, | don't think so.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: | think appearances
are very inportant.

VI CE CHAI RVMAN WALLIS: | think I still
i ke my question. As a nmenber of the public, | asked
you -- we asked you how many FTEs it took. I was
expecting the answer mght be sonething |ike one,
because the technical issues cannot be all that
conplicated. You don't even have a reactor. You've
got to do a | ot of general stuff. You' ve got to |ook
at seismic and environnental and risk in a genera
way.

And it would seemthat the criteria for
this already exists, and so the technical review
cannot possibly take all that nuch. So are nobst of
these people doing what | would call politica
bureaucratic activities?

MR. SCOIT: Let nme speak a little bit to
that. First of all, I would -- we didn't talk here of
course about the environnental review, but that's a
maj or portion of this. And the environnental review
is perfornmed to determine the effects of a reactor
that m ght be built on the site on the environment,
not the effect of the bare site itself. So they are

-- on the environnental side of the house there's an
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ext ensi ve revi ew required.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S:  And how conpl i cat ed
can that possibly be?

MR. KOENI CK: This is Steve Koenick. Wth
the environnental review, if you take |license renewal
for a nodel that is a defined task, and they had use
of the generic -- the CEIS, which is the generic
environnental inpact statenent, which actually just
took away | think two-thirds of the environnenta
i ssues that they have to | ook at.

For this, it's a brand-new | ook at this
site. They have to review all of the inpacts
associated with this review So they have a better
confidence of what it takes for themto performthat
t ask.

On the safety side, we have not done the
seismc review yet under this new regul ation, and
there's also the -- Jay Lee is performng the dose
cal culations, and then there's the other reviews
associated with what's described in the review
st andar d.

MR. SCOTT: For whatever it's worth, the
North Anna ESP application is about |ike that. Okay?
It's not a small anount of paper.

MEMBER S| EBER: Do they still do all of

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

63

t he t hi ngs i ke t he hi stori cal artifacts,
ar chaeol ogi cal things, popul ation counts? There's a
ot of information that --

MR. SCOTT: Mbst everything required by
NEPA is in scope. There are certain exceptions.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ri ght.

MR SCOIT: But nobst everything is.

MEMBER SI EBER:  And so the applicationis
| ar ge.

MR. SCOTT: Yes, itis. It's-- the North
Anna is five |large vol unes.

VICE CHAIRVAN WALLI S: It's nostly
environnental stuff, is it?

MR SCOTT: About 50/50. The seismc --
as Steve pointed out, the seismcis -- there's alot
of anal ysis backing that up.

MR, WLSON: This is Jerry WI son again.
| just wanted to anplify and sumari ze sone of this.
That in addition to the full scope environnmental
review, the site characteristics are a very inportant
part of our review process. And |I'd go back to our
construction permt reviews. This is always
significant.

And so remenber you're revi ew ng

net eor ol ogy sei snol ogy, hydrol ogy sei snol ogy, all --
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certain independent revi ews are associ atedw th all of
that. And it takes tine, and we want to be sure we
have good deci sions, because it affects the overal
safety of a plant at a site. So | don't think these
review tinmes are unusual, and the review scope is
unusual either.

MEMBER ROSEN: 1'd like to cone back to
t he question | asked, because | want you to understand
what |'mleft with after that di scussi on about seismc
desi gn. I"'m left with the inplication, because |
t hi nk the question wasn't really answered --

MR, WLSON. Ckay.

VEMBER ROSEN: -- that no matter what
happens the site characteristics for seisnology wll
be nore stringent than they were in the past. | don't
think that's the right answer. | think the --

MR WLSON: Now, and --

MEMBER ROSEN: That needs to be -- it
needs to be open. It needs to be -- it could be | ess
or it could be nore, depending on what you find.

MR. SCOIT: And that's the case. | don't
recall anyone having said that. Go ahead.

MR. MUNSON: We're defining a site hazard
that could be any -- it could be | ess than the current

exi sting DBE spectra. It could be higher than the
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current DBE spectra. It could be anywhere. The site

hazard is -- will not be used for design of these new
reactors in particular. |If they go to the COL stage,
they' Il have a certified design spectra that they'l|
use.

MEMBER SHACK: As long as that certified
desi gn spectra --

MR. MUNSON:  Envel opes the --

MEMBER SHACK: -- envelopes the site.
He' s not goi ng t o downgr ade hi s design just because he
wal ks into a site that -- you know, so, | nmean, he's
got a package, and the hope is that the package wl |
fit on the site.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It will nmeet the
requi renments of --

MEMBER SHACK: Exactly. So to that
extent, you know, as long as it fits the envel ope,
he's sort of done.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  And t hey woul d expect,
you know, given what we have seen for these new
designs, | nean, that --

MEMBER SHACK: They were pretty robust.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: -- they were robust.
They will exceed --

MR MJINSON: One of the PPEs is, in fact,
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a design spectra.
MEMBER ROSEN:.  What |' mt hi nki ng about is

t he i npact on the existing plants of this discussion.

Jack tal ked to us about the inpact in one case -- at
Beaver Valley -- of what was done. And |I'mthinking
asking is there a converse, and then | guess the

answer to that is now, yes, that one could cone up
wth --

MEMBER Sl EBER: Do you nean where you
woul d - -

MEMBER ROSEN: -- with a site hazard whi ch
is lower than what you cane up with for the existing
pl ant s.

VEMBER Sl EBER: But you woul dn't spend
noney nodi fyi ng t he pl ant to downgrade its capability.
| nmean, you just thank your |ucky stars and nmarch of f.

MEMBER ROSEN: I"m not drawing any
conclusion at all about what the |icensee of the
exi sting plants m ght do. "' m only asking whet her
it's possible that you mght conme up with a hazard
that's |l ess than the existing plants, and the answer
| think finally |I'mdraggi ng out of you guys is yes.

MR. SCOTT: But you'd have to say yes that
you could get a nunber at a -- that's lower at a site

that's sone yards down the street from where the
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exi sting reactor is. So then not only would you have
-- if youwanted to take advant age of that, you' d have
to do another analysis for the site where your
existing reactor is, and then spend the noney I|ike
you' re tal king about to nodify the plant.

So | guess | would assunme that it's not
going to be all that useful an exercise for the
exi sting licensees.

MEMBER SI EBER: Just out of curiosity,
wher e does the wind bl ow nore than 300 m | es an hour?

MR. SCOIT: There are regions in the
m dwest where the reg. guide wind speed is 330.

MEMBER SI EBER: 330, whew.

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLIS: Has it ever been

recorded, though, at that height -- that speed?
MR. SCOTT: | can't answer that. Leta
Brown, are you here? She had -- yes. Did you hear

t hat question?

MS. BROMN: Yes. "' m Leta Brown. I
woul dn't say that the wi nd speed has been neasured,
but we're | ooking at a 10" probability of occurrence.
So this is an estimated value, and there are sone
pl aces where according to the current data we have,
and anal ysis we have, we do estimate there could be

some areas where a 107 probability of occurrence
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could be --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: So that's an
ext rapol ati on.

M5. BROMN -- nore t han 300 m | es per hour.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Are you
extrapol ati ng?

MR. SCOIT: So no one is challenging
the --

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: So you're not
chal | engi ng the Mount Washi ngton record of 254 mles
an hour, whatever it was, that was nmeasured there?
And that wasn't even a tornado.

MR. SCOTT: But we don't have 10’ years of
data, so | guess we have to --

(Laughter.)

-- have to extrapol ate.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  Good. Al right.

MR. SCOTIT: To conclude, the staff has put
asignificant effort into preparing for eval uati on of
t hese applications. They are first of a kind. There
is very limted precedent. You could go back to the
' 70s and say we did sone early site reviews back then,
but they're not inthe same scope of this, a different
regul atory framework

So we're chal l enged to reviewthese three
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applications effective, efficiently, and consistently,
and we are -- the review standard, of course, is part
of the plan that we put in place to do that. The
three applications the applicants have attenpted to
address wi t hout precedent are regul ations, and so we
have gotten a variety of applications, if you wll.
They don't all |ook the sane.

So we are working with that, and we're
learning a lot of |essons already, and we will be
factoring those into future revisions of RS-002. W
also are developing a process by which we can
incorporate interim staff guidance simlar to the
process that's in place for |icense renewal .

So between RS-002 revisions we can add
addi ti onal guidance, put it out for public coment,
and incorporate it.

And t hat concl udes the prepared remarks,
subj ect to your questions.

MEMBER KRESS: Ckay. "1l open up the
floor for any additional coments or questions from
t he nenbers.

You know, | think you have a good revi ew
standard. The only thing that bothers nme -- and it's
not part of the reviewstandard, | don't think -- but

| wish there was sone criteria in which we could say
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you cannot have any nore than this nmany reactor units
at a given site.

And | don't think anything like that --
you know, it's not practical because |I'msure Jerry
woul d go through this exercise, and if it gave -- put
into question adequate protection of the public or
sonething like that, they don't --

MR. WLSON: Let nme respondtothat. This
is a potential question for the future, because
remenber in our di scussions with Exel on on t he pebbl e
bed desi gn t hey were contenpl ati ng at one point siting
10 reactors at one site. And so we started to think
about that, and at sonme point it's possible that we
may be faced with that question. And we have to ask,
do we have a concern with integrated risk?

MEMBER KRESS: That's exactly the concern,
yes.

MR, W LSON: I nmean, from the -- we
haven't drawn a concl usi on.

MEMBER KRESS: That ought to be a
consideration in early site permts.

MR WLSON: It's anissuethat we've only
had prelim nary di scussi ons. Fromthe perspective of
society, society doesn't care if you have 10 sites

with one reactor at each site, or one site with 10
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reactors.

MEMBER KRESS: But t he peopl e ri ght around
it does.

MR, W LSON: Yes. Farmer Brown |iving
next door, he may care. And so we as an agency woul d
have to confront that if that situation ever arose.
Ri ght now we're only tal king about sites with three

reactors at a site, and it's not really an issue.

MEMBER KRESS: I know. It's not a
practical issue yet. In principle it's an issue.
MEMBER Sl EBER: In that case, LRF is

added, too, anobngst the --

MEMBER KRESS: Yes, that m ght be the way
to look at it.

MEMBER SIEBER  On the other hand, the
source termis not curul ative, because you're only
going to have an accident at one unit at a tine
hopeful |y.

MEMBER KRESS: That's right.

VI CE CHAl RVAN WALLI S: Wl |, | renenber in
t he early days of nucl ear power there were -- some of
t he | eaders were advocating that you have a fewsites
with many reactors in renote areas rather than
spreadi ng themal | over the country, and t hat woul d be

better.
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Now, the inplication here seens to be that
it's bad to have a ot of reactors on one site.

MEMBER SHACK: Only for Farner Brown.

VI CE CHAI RMAN WALLI S: Well, that's
because it's a very peculiar criterion.

MR. SCOTT: Weren't they going to put 10
at Pal o Verde at one point?

MEMBER SI EBER:  Yes, a |ot.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: There are exanples in
Japan and France of nany, nmany plants at one site.
And there are other aspects | think, you know, in
part. | nean, if you have a large facility with an
invested -- a lot of investnment on many units,
probably you have a strong engi neering group behind
that. Probably you have a strong organi zati on behi nd
that. Probably you have -- nmaybe you have a better
capabl e organi zation onsite. So it's a conplicated
i ssue.

MR. SCOIT: And the other thingis if you
were going to put 10 | arge nucl ear powerplants on a
site, there are -- | woul d suspect there are a paucity
of areas inthe eastern United States where you'd find
t hat much | and.

MEMBER KRESS: You'll probably end up with

| and problens and restrictions on the environnental
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i mpact that would stop it, too.

MR. SCOIT: Certainly | don't believe
t hese applicants are contenpl ati ng anything|like that.

MEMBER KRESS: Do they specify the nunber
of plants in the early site area?

MR. SCOTT: \What they are specifying in
t heir applications are, of course, the PPE paraneters
such as thermal power.

MEMBER KRESS: Onh, okay.

MR. SCOTT: So now that thermal power can
be obt ai ned, for exanple, by one or say two AP1000s,
four gas reactors, etcetera.

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you very nuch. |If
there's no nore questions, | --

MEMBER SHACK: Just to cone back -- |
nmean, so they are tal ki ng about nultipleunits, onthe
order of two or three.

MR. SCOTT: Well, yes. The way North Anna
did it, that's the one I'mnost famliar with, they
specified that they are talking about North Anna
Units 2 -- or, I"'msorry, 3 and 4. Now, Unit 3 m ght
be one AP1000 or sone |arger nunber of gas-cooled
rectors. | don't renenber the nunber, but it's nore
than one. So it's that kind of thing.

Now, in the end, of course, what they are
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giving us to |l ook at is the PPE, which woul d have the
total thermal output and that sort of thing.

MEMBER SHACK: But the total would
enconpass perhaps nore than the one unit.

MR. SCOTT: Yes. In sone cases definitely
it would, yes.

MEMBER KRESS: Okay. Well, thank you very
much.

MR. SCOTT: Thank you. Good.

MEMBER KRESS: W | ook forward to see how
this systemworks in the final --

MR. SCOIT: We'll be back to talk to you.

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you.

Back to you, M. Chairman.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Thank you. GCkay. Since
we have sonme tinme before the break, ahead of time --

MEMBER KRESS: | forgot to nmention that
there may be nmenbers of the public or NEI that m ght
want to comment. | don't know that there are.

MR. BELL: This is Russell Bell with NEl,
and | would just conmend the staff for their efforts
on the review standard. | think it was a needed and
worthwhile effort to try and anticipate the reviews.

The NEI task force on early site permts

will continue as a going concern throughout the
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staff's review of the pilot applications. W expect
a nunber of the issues and requests for additiona

information to be generic in nature, and that a
generic response mght be the nost efficient way to
pr oceed.

So, and we appreciate that -- a ful
understanding of howthis is going to work, in terms
of the ESP reviews, is going to necessarily weight
actual experience with these pilot applications.

And | mnot sure M ke nentioned it today,
but in the past he has nentioned that the review
standard woul d be revised | ater on to refl ect sone of
t hat experience. | would appreciate that.

The only specific comment | might add is
inthe area of the dose consequence anal yses, whichis
an area where we have disagreed on a generic |eve
with the staff. It's true, the pilot applicants -- we
agreed with the staff on a workaround for the nore
fundanental issues. So, indeed, they are providing
generalized dose consequence analyses with their
appl i cati ons.

W don't think that's the optinal
solution, since these are generalized anal yses. W
don't believe -- Mke said the rules are clear. |

think it's clear to the staff the rules require
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conpl ete dose analyses, but I'm not sure that's
exactly what the rul es say.

If the rule is the problem we should
per haps address the rule, and | guess that's the point
| wanted to get to. There is opportunity in the
pendi ng Part 52 rul emaki ng that's going on right now
toclarify certain things that may not be cl ear enough
with respect to requirenents in this area. And
i ndeed, we've made a specific recommendation as part
of that rulemaking to clarify the rules in this area.

It's no surprise that there's -- perhaps
that there's confusion. The regulations for early
site permt refer to 50.34(a)(1), which is for a
construction permt and operating |license scenario.
So you'll find very often that the words and
requirenents for a CPOL don't quite nake sense when
you're tal king ESP COL.

Some of the -- even Part 52.17(a)(1)
borrows | anguage directly from50.34, and inserts it
inPart 52. This was done years ago as -- now we have
experience wi th how ESPs actual | y m ght cone down t he
pi ke, and our sense is we can clarify the requirenents
in this area.

So | would just -- | believe the

rul emaking would also be on the committee's radar
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screen, and to be looking for that. W'Il connect
that dot with the dot we draw today.

But we did not agree with everything in
terns of our generic interactions with the staff, but
we found themvery productive. And, again, |1'd come

back and close with comending the staff for a fine

j ob.

Thank you for the opportunity. |'msorry
to extend --

MEMBER KRESS: Thank you for those
coment s.

MR BELL: -- the session

MEMBER KRESS: W'll look for the
rul emaki ng, and we'll keep this item

MR BELL: Thanks, Dr. Kress.

MEMBER KRESS: | have a note that --

MR, BELL: kay.

MEMBER KRESS: Now you can have it back

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Al'l right. well, |1
think then we'll take, oh, about 10 minutes. | could

have gone t hrough ny G nna |l i cense renewal report, and
| think I'l'l do that, because it will take just a few
m nut es.

Thank you very nuch

VEMBER SHACK: That's the small est one
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we' ve seen.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: I1t's the smal | est one we
have seen. Started up in 1969, soit's really one of
the very early plants. And, in fact, it's a very
interesting plant because it started before the
general designcriteria were established. Therefore,
it was subjected to the systematic eval uati on program
that all of those plants of the generation have to go
t hr ough.

Now, to describe how significant that
programwas, you know, there were sonme plants in that
group that literally started w thout an energency
cooling system It was backfitted.

So now G nna actually had all of these
systens avail abl e, and when we reviewed it we asked a
nunber of questions relating to the plant itself, so
we coul d understand two things -- one, how the plant
is effective and built, and the other oneis, in fact,
for all of those systens which were really brought in
by the systematic evaluation program which is no
systens that -- however, were credited for -- to nmake
up the deficiencies for not nmeeting the GDCs. Were
they in scope or not? And the answer was, yes, they
were consistently in scope.

The ot her thing we | ooked at was sone of
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t hese plants clearly did not have -- sone systens were
not as capable as they were supposed to be, so
somet hi ng was nade up. And conpensating factors were
not as effective in sone cases as in others. For
G nna, | believe that they were -- they addressed the
i ssue of SEP in a very thorough fashion.

For exanple, a typical weakness of the
early plants was |evel of redundancies and
i ndependence of the auxiliary feedwater systens.
G nna itself has two trains that are vulnerable to
ext ended events, because the wall separating the two
trains could collapse under an extended event and
cause common node failure of both trains.

And it's interesting to see how they
address this issue. They address it by adding two
trains of auxiliary feedwater inadifferent | ocation,
not or -dri ven punps, 100 percent capabl e each. So you
have a pl ant actually that has a very strong auxiliary
feedwater system So that was kind of positive.

MEMBER KRESS: Can they have a PRA?

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  They have a PRA. They
have a pretty aggressive PRA -- user PRAin support of
the plant. They use it to nanage the -- configuration
manage.

It was also interesting to see how
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proactive they have been. They have replaced the
steamgenerators with the 690 TT materials. They have
repl aced this Cctober the reactor head with the 690 TT
mat eri al s.

MEMBER SHACK: Despite being a cold head
plant. That's really --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: As a cold head -- so
| oss of coolability, no evidence of any | eakage, and
yet they replaced the head already. And they also
gave us pictures of the inspections of the | ower head
of the vessel. It was clean. The plant |ooked in
good physical condition. | think from that
perspective it was positive, very positive.

MEMBER SHACK: Let nme nake one comment if
| can, Mario --

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes, sure.

MEMBER SHACK: -- about the repl acenent on
the insulation on the |ower head. They actually
repl aced the insulation with standoff insulation, so
that they had better access in the future.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER SHACK: | thought that was
i mpr essi ve.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

VMEMBER KRESS: Is this reflective
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i nsul ation?

MEMBER SHACK: | think so. Watever. You
coul d now see -- you can take a picture -- there's a
picture of it. You can --

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  And | think, you know,
| want to say that --

MEMBER KRESS: Where is G nna | ocated? |
don't know.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: It's on Lake Ontari o.

MEMBER SI EBER: Lake Ontari o.

MEMBER KRESS: (On.

CHAI RMAN BONACA: It's around Rochester.

MEMBER S| EBER:  New Yor k.

MEMBER KRESS: It's probably a good site.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Col d.

MEMBER KRESS: Cold and not nuch
popul ati on.

CHAI RVAN  BONACA: | think what was
encour agi ng about G nna is that, you know, we al ways
tal k about license renewal. Everything is hanging in
prograns. Here we have a plan that is older, and yet
you can see howeffectively it has been mai nt ai ned and
supported, and I think it was encouragi ng to see t hat

they really had prepared this plant for |I|icense
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renewal . | mean, physically the changes, they are
done - -
MEMBER SHACK: O course, the steam

generators really went to hell before they placed

t hem
CHAl RVAN BONACA: | know. | know.
(Laughter.)
| nsofar as the |icense renewal process,
they used a GALL process. There were -- by the tine

we reviewed this plant there were eight open itens.
| believe that they are down to a coupl e of them The
rest are pretty nuch being cl osed.

There were a nunber of exceptions on the
GALL processes, in part because they have a plant-
specific program that nakes up for those. The
interesting thing was, again |ooking at an ol der
plant, we paid attention quite carefully on the TLAAs
and the requalification of conponents, realizingthat

this plant is goingtoreachits 40 years of operation

in 2009.

And we found that there was significant
margin that we -- at least it was undeclared, and we
had -- for where there were statenents of margin, we

asked themto provide us quantitatively those margins

at the full commttee neeting. And wherever they
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presented those nunbers there was significant margin
-- for the vessel, for the internals from a
per spective of -- for exanple, fatigue, netal fatigue.

And so, in general, we really didn't have
many open issues that were raised regarding this
plant. We felt that it was in pretty good shape.

Sone of the comments of the nenbers at the
end of the neeting were inportance for us to have
quantitative information, and maybe for the next
application an exanpl e of how deeply this stuff went
into an issue, a quantitative set of issues so that we
have a better perspective of, you know, how to
determ ne that one-tine inspection was adequate,
rather than, you know, a systemprogramto deal with
a certain issue.

But beyond these points, | think that we
didn't have any further comrents. | believe this is
-- this plant is in good shape.

MEMBER ROSEN: Al l green.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Al |l green, by the way,
in the ROP

MEMBER LEI TCH: One thing that | thought
was interesting was that they stated pretty clearly
that the plant is for sale. And one of the

prerequisites for the sale is the obtaining of the
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l'i cense renewal .

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER LEI TCH: And so | guess as t hey see
the sequence of events is this process wll be
conpl eted, they' Il get the |icense renewal, and then
put the for sale sign out.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: That's right.

MEMBER LEI TCH: And that's pretty clearly
their intention.

MEMBER SIEBER  Well, this is the |ast
non- mer chant plant left in Region I.

CHAI RMVAN BONACA:  |I'msorry?

VEMBER S| EBER: This is the last non-

merchant plant left in Region I.

CHAI RMVAN BONACA: kay. | didn't know
t hat .

MEMBER SI EBER: | have a question. 1'm
not part of that subconmittee, but | did read the
application and the SER There were sone

nmet al | urgi cal indicationsthat were di scussed. One of
them | think was in the reactor cool ant system safe
end piping. The other one was the shell to bottom
head of the pressurizer.

And | noted when | read that that the

i ndi cations i n both cases had been seen at pre-service
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and also at an in-service inspection, but they were
characterized differently fromthe pre-servicetothe
in-service. That's not surprising to nme, because the
techni ques are better today than they were 30 years
ago.

On the other hand, ny question is, does
the staff have a qualified Level 3 inspector, equal to
t he person who makes the origi nal characterizationin
qualification, to be able to make a judgnent whet her
t hese indications were characterized by the |icensee
properly or not.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER SI EBER:  And perhaps --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | don't have any answer
to that question.

MEMBER SI EBER: Yes. But maybe sonebody
could wite it down and ask it the next tinme we neet

with the staff.

CHAI RVAN  BONACA: If you could, vyou
know - -

MEMBER SI EBER: | have --

CHAl RVAN BONACA: -- wite down a little
note for ne, and then I'lI|l nake sure that we ask that
guesti on.

MEMBER SIEBER: ['Ill do that.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

86
CHAI RVAN BONACA:  And, of course, they

will conme before the full commttee neeting at sone
point. And | think we should pursue that.

MEMBER SIEBER: If we don't get it unti
t hen --

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  We could do it before.
W' ve asked that question before.

MEMBER SI EBER  Yes.

MEMBER FORD: Mario, we do have a
procedural problem which you are seeing in all of
these, is how on earth do we convince the staff to
give quantity to justifications of their approvals.
Because we are essentially taking it as a given, yet
every tine we ask themto go into detail, you get a
horri bl e question mark as to how deeply t hey have gone
into their eval uation.

MEMBER SHACK: And | don't know how you
convi nce them

MEMBER FORD: Yes. But in what -- the
| aunchi ng prograns --

MEMBER SHACK: Well, no, some of themare
pro forma |i ke 50 foot pounds, and whatever it m ght
be. But the justification that the staff gave to
support the applicant's assertion that one time is no

good -- for instance, that is one. And we asked t hem
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this tinme, what was your justification to the staff?
What's your justification?

Essentially, they said, "Wl |, because the
applicant said so."™ That's not a good --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Wl |, they based it on
operati ng experi ence, because we asked t hat questi on,
you know, how do you project -- but the issue is
al ways that they have had 30 years of operation, and
there was no evidence of degradation tied to that.
Therefore, that justified just one-tinme inspection.

Now, the | ogi c we have usedis that's true
that past doesn't tell you everything about the
future. However, the -- but there is no reason to
bel i eve that, for exanpl e, the i ssue of non-aggressive
groundwat er, okay, they have a very |ow aggressive
groundwat er that, conmbined with the fact that they
have no findings of certain structures, would justify
one-ti me i nspection, because you have t he conbi nati on
of non-aggressive groundwater and no findings in the
past .

And t he expect ati on woul d be t hat when you
do the next inspection, the one-tine inspection, that
woul d confirmthat there is no further degradation

Now, on sone issues there are other

considerations that -- at least in ny judgnent that
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they use to say, yes, it's acceptable. For exanpl e,
if you have a tank, a diesel tank, where, you know,
the history is that there has been no degradati on, and
they are going to performa one-tinme inspection to
confirmthat, in case there was a | eak in the tank,
woul d it be catastrophic inthe sense of affecting the
i medi ate safety of the powerplant?

| don't think so, because you woul d have
probably sl owl eakage. You would nonitor it, youwl|
find it, and then you will have a corrective action,
whi ch woul d be pretty urgent, because tech specs force
you to mmintain inventory for --

MEMBER FORD: But you're saying, well, the
staff should --

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER FORD: -- that's exactly nmy point.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | know. But, you know,
| have to make an acceptance judgnent.

MEMBER FORD: But the staff should be
sayi ng what you're saying. That's exactly ny point.

CHAI RMVAN BONACA:  Yes. But |'m saying
when | reviewit and | find four one-tine inspections,
| ook for those characteristics. And when | find
them | don't ask further questions, because al t hough

| knowt hey shoul d answer the question their way, but,
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you know, | nean, and when they don't and there is
urgency fromthe problem-- what | mean by urgency is
that if you had, in fact, a throughwall hole, it would
be a big problem Okay? Then, | think it is up to us
to rai se the question at that point.

Now, | didn't see any of these one-tine
i nspections that conmtted to being in that category.

MEMBER FORD: | see ny role in these
eval uations i s to be defending the public. The public
can say, well, here is sonebody who is asking
penetrating questions as to howwell didthe staff do
their evaluation? And that's why I|"mbringing it up.
|"m not hearing that good -- | don't get that good
feeling when | ask the staff this.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Wl | --

MEMBER FORD: | get a good answer from
you, and fromyou ot her guys who have operat ed pl ants.
Yes, | can hear those justifications.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, we got a terrible
answer on off-the-shelf energy. And we pressed them
harder and harder and harder, and all they coul d say
was it's less than 50 foot pounds. Well, how nuch
| ess? They sinply couldn't tell us.

MEMBER SHACK: Yes. But when we --

MEMBER ROSEN: So did they know, really?

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

90

| don't know.
MEMBER SHACK: Well --
VEMBER ROSEN: But if it's less than 50

foot pounds, they have to have done an equival ency

anal ysi s.

MEMBER SHACK: Ri ght.

CHAI RMVAN BONACA: The presentation is
being made as part of the managenent. It is not

know edgeabl e on the details. Now, when we get --
what's her nane? Elliot? Wen we get Elliot, then
Elliot gives us the answer. So to ne it shows that,
yes, | mean, there is also the | ogistics of the whole
thing. They have five weeks of inspections at the
site wwth a teamof people, alot of lookingintoit.

Then, t hey have t echni cal staff
identifying andreview ng different i ssues. Then, you
have a proj ect manager here that i s not know edgeabl e
with the details of -- the technical details giving us
a presentation.

So at tinmes it's the logistics of the

presentation that doesn't provide the information.

|"mnot tryingto defendit. [|'monly explaining why,
you know, | feel confortable with the one-tine
i nspection. | reviewed themall, and | find that,

again, on the tanks, for exanple, the significanceis
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not such that it will not be appropriate, because,
again, if you find now 40 years -- you do the
i nspection, and you find no further -- that confirnms

the history of 40 years of success.

Conversely, if there was a surprise and
sonething | eaked later on, well, they nonitor that
thing all the time. There will be plenty of tine to
shut down the plant, because they can't run the pl ant
wi t hout an inventory of diesel. Fix it and restart
it.

So, and then at that point they will have
to have a corrective action program including a
program of inspection. But that's --

MEMBER SHACK: Well, | nean, the other
thing is, you know, it's not just 40 years at that
pl ant . But if its escape neans that the overal
i ndustry experience indicates --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: That's right.

MEMBER SHACK: -- that, you know, there
hasn't been a problem so you're really | ooking at a
much | arger dat abase --

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Absol utely. That's the
ot her issue.

MEMBER SHACK: -- than one plant.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.
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MEMBER SHACK: | nean, GALL is intended to

integrate that service experience --

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER SHACK: -- for many plants.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MEMBER SHACK: You know, but when you ask
themfor a quantity or a nunber, | can understand why
t hey said, you know, if you haven't got any failures
and you' ve had success, it's hard to put --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: That's right. That's
right.

Ckay. Any ot her questions on G nna? Wth
that, let's take a break until 10:25.

(Whereupon, the proceedings in the

foregoing matter went off the record at

10: 09 a. m and went back on the record at

10: 26 a. m)

CHAl RVAN BONACA: We're back on. W're
going to hear from the operating experience task
f orce.

M. Sieber, you wanted to --

MEMBER S| EBER  Yes. | just wanted to
t ake about 30 seconds of our tinme here to make a
correction to something that was said in the Reg.

GQui de 1.32 Rev 3 neeting on Wednesday. And it was a
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guestion that was asked by G aham Leitch, and the
guestion was, is the main unit generator a C ass 1E
machi ne?

And | said no. Sonebody el se said yes.
Sati sh Aggarwal , who was gi ving the speech, said yes.
And anot her staff person said no. And now --

(Laughter.)

PARTI Cl PANT: Do you want us to average
all of that or --

(Laughter.)

MEMBER S| EBER: Vell, here's the real
answer. | did get aletter that says no. So if that
answers your question G aham --

MEMBER LEI TCH. Yes. Thank you, Jack.

MEMBER S| EBER: The main unit generator is
not a 1E machi ne.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Ckay.

MEMBER S| EBER: And not part of the
emer gency power supply.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Al l right.

MEMBER SI EBER: What we' re goi ng to do now
is to look at the operating experience task force
report, and this report is basically simlar to a
report -- it's one el ement of the Davis-Besse | essons

| earned task force, and it has sone i nplications that
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go all the way back to 1980 when NUREG 0737 was i ssued

following the TM acci dent.

And t he question back at the TM phase was
there was a precursor event at Davi s-Besse, and had
operating experience been used perhaps the TM
acci dent m ght not have occurred or been amneliorated
somehow. And so part of the lessons |earned task
force fromTM was this task action plan, and out of
t hat cane AEOD and t he staff requirenents and | i censee
requirements to review and incorporate operating
experi ence.

Now we have had anot her incident that has
creat ed anot her | essons | earned t ask force fromDavi s-
Besse. And one of the recommendati ons fromthat was
to create an operating experience task forceto revi ew
what the agency is now doing and should be doing to
inprove the dissemination and use of operating
experi ence.

We are not expected to wite a letter on
this. It'sincluded -- theinformationis includedin
Tab 15 of your books, and the task force report was
previously sent inthe mail. And Charles Ader is the
task force nmanager, and he's been here many tines
before. And I'Il let himgo through --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Why does it say here
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Rosen? |Is that a m stake?

MEMBER ROSEN:  Yes, it's a m stake -- the
first one ever made by the staff.

MEMBER SI EBER:  \What's a m st ake?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  The cogni zant nenber
is Steve Rosen. Evidently, he's not.

MEMBER SI EBER: That's correct.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.

MEMBER S| EBER: Well, Steve is very
know edgeabl e.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  He's cogni zant .

MEMBER S| EBER: But |'m responsible.
kay. And that's not saying Steve is not responsi bl e.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER ROSEN: | have no conment.

MR. ADER. Thank you, Jack.

Again, for the record, ny nane is Charl es
Ader. I'mthe task force manager for the operating
experience task force. My real home is in the Ofice
of Research, but for the |l ast six nonths this has been
pretty nuch the main focus that |'ve been invol ved
Wi t h.

As you renenber, | was here in May to give
the commttee an overview of the task force, the

charter, where we were going at that tine. It was an
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easier briefing, because | could always prom se t hat
"1l answer the questions later. | guess I'mat the
stage now that we have the task force report, and |
did agree then to cone back and brief the conmttee
after we had conpleted the draft report. So that's
why |'m here.

The next few slides are going to be sone
repeats of what you sawin May. But just to set the
background and refresh your nenory, | want to go
t hrough them but | don't want to spend a |l ot of tinme
on them

The charter of the task force was to
eval uate the agency's reactor operating experience
program and |'ll enphasize reactor operating
experience. W did not venture into the materials
operating experience area, because NMSS has its own
effort to ook at that. So we were focusing on the
reactor arena. And we were | ooking specifically at
trying to address two of the reconmendati ons fromthe
Davi s- Besse | essons | earned task force.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Is this any di fferent
from what is known in general as organizational
| earning? Are you famliar with those terns?

MR. ADER. To sone extent, yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: It's the sanme t hing.
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| nean, how does an organi zation | earn from what ever
experience is relevant to it.

MR. ADER. Yes. And that's what -- ['l]|
touch on it alittle bit later.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.

MR. ADER It's the feedback into the
process is -- is sonmething that we think i s inportant.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Absol utely.

MR. ADER  Yes. The first Davis-Besse
recommendation was a nulti-part for us to |ook at
eval uating agency's capability to retain operating
experience thresholds for generic conmunication,
opportunity to gain efficiencies or effectiveness, and
we focused nore on effectiveness in this one as
opposed to efficiencies.

As we went throughit, we didn't see a | ot
of areas for inmediate efficiencies, although in the
long run if we're nore effective | think we're going
to be nore efficient in what we do al so.

"1l skip the fourth one for a second, and
then the | ast part was to evaluate the effectiveness
of our dissemination of operating experience
i nformati on.

In the m ddle of this reconmendati on was

to al so | ook at the generic i ssue program and we did
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that as a separate section of the report. It was part
of the task force effort, but we viewthat as really
separate fromthe -- it's related and tied into the
operating experience program but it's a separate
program

The other recommendation that we were
addressing was to | ook at the adequacy -- scope and
adequacy of requirenents on |licensees for handling
operati ng experience.

The task force menbers are on this slide.
We had a very good representation of the organi zati ons
that both are involved in operating experience
activities, the ones that do the screening, the
eval uation. | think a couple of weeks ago you had a
presentation from Pat Baranowski on the ASK program
and his work. W have a representative from his
branch.

We al so had representatives fromsone of
t he users of operating experience, both the technical
staff in NRR technical staff in Research, and the
i nspection program And one of the nenbers -- Dave
Beaulieu -- was a -- when he joined us had only been
i n headquarters a few weeks, and he had cone -- he was
a senior resident at Calvert Ciffs, | believe, so we

had the regional perspective on the task force.
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MEMBER LEI TCH: Charl es -- excuse ne. o

ahead, Ceorge.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Sonebody deci ded t hat
NMSS doesn't need this.

MR. ADER: No. They have their own --
early on before the charter was developed, in the
action plan there was a decision that NMSS woul d be
| ooking at their area separately. And we have
interfaced with them On occasion they' ve asked for
our reports, and we've briefed them

VMEMBER LEI TCH: These two Davis-Besse
| essons | earned reconmendati ons that you | ooked at,
one of which had five parts, were those -- was that a
given to this commttee? O did you conclude, after
review ng al |l of the Davi s-Besse recommendati ons, that
this was -- these were the two that --

MR. ADER:  No.

MEMBER LEITCH. -- fit in your area of
responsibility?

MR. ADER. Yes. It was a givenin the --

MEMBER LEI TCH: So that was a -- fromthe
get-go, that was your responsibility.

MR. ADER: Yes. And the action plan
those two recommendations -- there's other related

r ecommendat i ons.
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VEMBER LEI TCH: Yes, that's what | was

t hi nki ng.

VR. ADER: --  put down in the
i mpl enentation. | think the view was that sone of
t hose recommendati ons woul d fall under the task force
effort.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Ckay.

MR ADER  But these were two that were
specifically identified and assigned and included in
the charter of the task force.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Ckay. Thank you.

MR. ADER  And then we had -- we have a
steering conmittee that's nmade up of Bill Borchardt
from NRR, Jack Strosnider, and Janes Caldwell from
Region I11.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: What ' s t he
difference? What's the difference between the task
force and the -- what does the steering commttee do?

MR. ADER. They do --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  They just report to
t hem and - -

MR. ADER: They advise and provide
gui dance.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  This is your ACRS.

MR. ADER. And they --
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MEMBER SI EBER:  This is your boss, right?

MR. ADER: They're nore our bosses, |
guess.

MEMBER SI EBER:  They're the boss.

MR ADER:  Advi sors.

MEMBER SHACK: They have to listen to
t hese advi sers.

(Laughter.)

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Oh, okay. That's the
difference. Al right.

(Laughter.)

MR ADER: | listen to this -- and they
are supposed to work the reconmendati ons through the
managenent .

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Onh. So they have
responsibilities, too.

MR. ADER The report will eventually go
back to them as part of the inplenmenting
organi zations, and particul arly NRRand Research. And
at theend I'll get inalittle bit of where we are in
the schedule. W' re nearing conpletion, but there's
afewnore activities to happen the rest of this year.

The task force approached our review of
operati ng experience pretty broadly. W -- instead of

just | ooking at here's the organi zational reviews of
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operating experience, we really I|ooked at the
organi zations that we believe either use it or should
be using it.

There's aninterrel ati on, because not only
woul d operating experience feed their activities and
hel p informthem but they are al so a val uabl e part of
t he process to feed operating experience back intothe
peopl e that woul d do screening and review. And there
"' mtal ki ng i nspection program and even sone of the
technical staff.

We Dbroke up the approach to define
obj ectives for an operating experience program and
what we considered attri butes of a good program And
that's where | was in May when | briefed you; we had
devel oped those. The attributes are then -- they're
what guided the rest of our assessnent of the
operati ng experience program

And we tried to | ook at the functions that
are currently being perfornmed to see if there were
gaps and overlaps, where we could reconmend
i mprovenents.

The programobj ectives arevery simlar to
what | presented in the May tinmeframe. W' ve been
trying to stay consistent with the agency's strategic

plan as it's being revised. | think in the ones you
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saw in May we had enhanced safety. The current
gui dance we have fromthe Conmi ssionis that the first
objective is to ensure safety, so we've tried to
adj ust our objectives to reflect that.

MEMBER LEI TCH: | assune operating
experience neans that information that conmes to you
vi a a nunber of sources -- |icensee event reports, and
so forth. But what is the sumtotal? Like let's say
there are plant incidents that don't result in
| icensee event reports. Is that information
consi dered operating experience?

MR. ADER That woul d al so be consi dered
oper ati ng experience. There's generally norningcalls
bet ween t he regi ons and headquarters with the project
managers, project directorate. And at those neetings
currently someone from the operating experience
section in NRRw Il sit in, and operating experience
wi Il be communicated through that process.

MEMBER LEI TCH: Now, are they witten up
in some kind of a format to -- in other words, how
does the rest of the community get to know about that?

MR. ADER: That's one of the areas we saw
some enhancenents could be made, because right now
they are nore of a phone call, conference call,

verbal, the notes that cone back fromthose nmeeti ngs.
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Then, they may be pursued if there's an issue.

MEMBER SI EBER  Just to make it clear
t hough, that kind of operating experience is internal
to the staff and really cones fromthe norning cal
t hat the resident inspector makes to the regi on where
NRR sits in on that call, in the regional discussion
of that.

On the other hand, the |icensees are not
part of that, except to the extent that the event or
condi tion m ght have occurred at their plant. The
licensees rely on bulletins, generic Iletters,
informati on notices, INPQO SOERs, and other [|NPO
docunents and --

VEMBER LEI TCH: Yes. But that's kind

MEMBER SI EBER: And so that's a different
ki nd of a thing, and that's what NUREG 0737 descri bes
as the nessages in that interface. And it also
specifically says that that has to go to t he operator,
so that will be in your requal programfor operators,
all of these -- the sunmation of these |icensing
t hi ngs.

And then it says, beyond that, it goes to
whonever el se nay be concerned, which usually is your

engi neeri ng departnent, your |icensing departnent, or
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it may be mai ntenance, or what have you. And so what
goes on within the agency is different than what goes
on between the agency and its |icensees.

MEMBER LEI TCH: | guess what vyou're
describing is what | would say primarily is the output
fromthe operati ng experience program M/ questionis
nore about, how do you get --

MEMBER SI EBER:  How do you get it in?

MEMBER LEI TCH: -- the input. There would
be no licensee events, you know by norning calls
t hat --

MEMBER SI EBER  Yes.

MEMBER LEI TCH:  Li ke 1" mthinking about
sonething like the Quad Cities cracking -- probably
not an LER, not an event notification. It's -- how
does the rest of the -- well, | know Jack's response,
like that might resolve in a bulletin or something
that goes out to the --

MEMBER SI EBER: I nformation notice.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: But see, there are
reconmendati ons that address that, right?

MR. ADER On the back of the report it
lists alot of different sources. An exanple of some
operating experience that came in while the task force

was reviewing this -- and it kind of highlighted one
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of the areas we saw that could be inproved -- there
wer e sonme degr aded buri ed cabl es at one of the plants.

They cane in through an e-mail fromthe
region to headquarters, the technical side of the
house, because one of the nenbers of the task force
had gotten the information. You know, it was
conmuni cat ed back i n t hrough the operating -- intothe
operati ng experience program But there's a nunber of
nmechani sns for getting information, and sonme of them
tend to be ad hoc.

And one of our recomendations -- getting
alittle ahead of nyself -- was to try to establish
t hi s cl eari nghouse concept that woul d be peopl e woul d
know where you coul d conmuni cate things into, and it
woul d be a nore formalized process. So you know t hat
that's a good place to send it, and they would get
information out to the appropriate technical staff,
and al so |l ook at it for potential followp as part of
a screening process.

MEMBER ROSEN:. But you have, do you not,
access to the I NPO products?

MR.  ADER Yes. W get the I NPO CN
docunent s.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, that would include

significant event notifications, significant event
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reports.

MR, ADER  Yes.

VMEMBER ROSEN: Both of which are
el ectronic, and significant operating experience
reports, which are typically hard copy, but they
i ncl ude recommendati ons that | NPOmakes toits nmenbers
that they follow up during their annual eval uations.
So those are very inportant.

So those three sources of information,
plus you have the EPI X system which is access --
which is | believe the successor to NPRDS

MR. ADER. Ri ght.

MEMBER ROSEN: And essentially you have
access to al nost all of the operating experience that
| NPO nenbers have, and | aminterested in howyou are
going to pull that in, too.

MR. ADER. Wl |, as you' ve nentioned, the
| NPO CN docunents routinely get provided to the
screening organization -- in NRR the operating
experience section. | should have introduced at the
table -- side table is Ian Jung, Don Marksberry, and
George Lanik, which kind of represent three of the
organi zations. lan, up until just very recently, was
with the operating experience sectionin NRR He was

-- got a pronotion, and he's over in N SR now. But
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|"dlike tocontribute that tothe -- part of the task
force effort.

lan, | don't knowif you want to add any,
because you're nore involved in the day-to-day |NPO
revi ews.

MR.  JUNG lan Jung again. | think
Charlie describedit right interns of | NPOdocunents.
W get those docunents. W systematically reviewin
NRR. W try to see whether we should also issue
generi c conmuni cations based on that, and we try to
conmuni cate to stakeholders internally, technical
staff, what they have to know.

MEMBER ROSEN: Well, | think that's very
good. You see that the big problem in operating
experience -- or two big problens is you don't get any
information, and the other problemis you get too
much. And dealing with the too nuch information can
be just as difficult as dealing with not getting any.

So what | NPO does is deals with the too
much by having a screening function that ultimately
ends up putting out the inmportant things in these
docunments. And so | think it's very useful to take
advant age of that.

MEMBER S| EBER: The staff also does

screeni ng.
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MR. ADER. The staff does screening. The

staff has periodi c comruni cations with I NPOon i ssues
that they may be looking at -- that they may be
looking at to try to mamintain some awareness of
potential issues out there.

You're right. They do the screening for
industry. There is a section in NRR that does the
daily event screening based on a wde range of
i nformation, and --

MEMBER ROSEN: O your own internal
events, though. They seemto ne --

MR ADER. Fromthe LERs, fromthe --

MEMBER ROSEN.  The screeni ng you ar e doi ng
i s screening your information that comes fromLERs and
ot her sources that conme directly --

MR, ADER  Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: -- into the agency.

MR, ADER  Yes.

MEMBER ROSEN: And on top of that, you
have a pre-screened selection that cones from | NPO
You have both sources.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: But it seenms to ne that
when we described it, the issue was nore -- not so
much that you'd get or don't get -- you get

information -- but what you do with it. That was ny

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

110

perception when we talked about this. The main
concern was not that the informtionwasn't com ngin,
but --

MR. ADER: There's alot of information --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: -- how it is being
di gested, and what you do with it.

MR. ADER Yes. There's a lot of
information there, and the key is trying to screen
what's inportant, get it to the appropriate staff,
either for information or for follow up.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: | think fromall this
vi ewgr aph nunber 8, the word where we real ly need hel p
i s communi cat ed. That's my inpression. Over the
years, you know, we've interacted with the AEOD and
ot her organi zati ons. That seened to be t he weak |i nk.
| think the analysis and screening is pretty good.

MEMBER SI EBER:  Well, there is --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Wl l, | nean, you have
a |l ot of conclusions and reconmendati ons.

MR. ADER. Yes. I'mgoing to touch on a
ot of this and --

MEMBER ROSEN: Yes, maybe you shoul d j ust
nove al ong.

MR ADER. -- the discussion of --

VMEMBER ROSEN: We' || see how nmuch of t hese
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t houghts are covered.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes.

MR. ADER: The attributes -- again, these
are the sane that you sawin May. W're trying to say
here's the attributes of a good operating experience
program It includes both pieces of program-- what
| call programmatic attributes |ike definingroles and
responsi bilities, doing programmtic effectiveness,
basi ¢ comruni cati ons, but also the functions that you
woul d do as far as screening of -- well, let ne back
up -- the data collection, the screening, the
eval uati on anal ysi s, deci sions on the need for foll ow
up, and then actual followup. So these are the sane
as presented in May.

I'"'mtrying to put it in a graphic, and
always -- you always run a risk, because there's
always a | ot of different arrows you can put totry to
show all of the interrelationships.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Al so, you shoul d show
where you entered the | oop.

(Laughter.)

This is an infinite | oop.

(Laughter.)

MR ADER: It's a continual |oop.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: It's continually
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i mproved.

MR. ADER: One of the comrents we got
early onis the top box is really not an action, it's
a --

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S: It's the end result.

MR. ADER. -- place, so we rounded the
corners to try to nmake a distinction.

MEMBER S| EBER: That's where you start,
t hough.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Actual |y, that arrow
shoul d not start -- the upper right-hand side. This
is the input, really, from stakehol ders.

MEMBER ROSEN:  See, Charlie, you shoul dn't
have told us.

MR. ADER: I did this wth great
hesi t ancy.

MEMBER POVERS: Pr of essor Apostol aki s
aren't you going to comrent that there are all Kkinds
of bright lines here, and they should be fuzzy?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: That' s absol utely
true, too. | nean, what is going on here?

MEMBER SI EBER. There's too nmany boxes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: But he asked the
right question. \What does it nean? \Wat does it

mean? This is what --
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VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Ceorge, one thing

t hat happens is every tinme you go around the | oop the
entropy i ncreases.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  The entropy, yes.

MR. ADER: We take -- | think because of
the way the task force was set up, and it was
addressing the | essons | earned from Davi s- Besse, we
ki nd of entered the process | ooki ng for where we coul d
contribute to make i nprovenents. So we didn't go back
and spend a lot of tinme documenting, well, here is
this program and this pi ece works okay, and this one
doesn' t.

Wetriedtolook at the overall process of
the i nteracti on between the groups assigned to revi ew
operati ng experience or to analyze or reviewit, and
t he end users.

Qur overall conclusions -- we found the
agency has the pieces. There is the various groups
that do the screening, that do the analysis, we do
some eval uation. Do we do enough eval uation? That's
a different question, but we do eval uation

We saw a nunber of areas where we felt
t hat the program coul d be enhanced, inprovenents in
t he conmmuni cati on and coordi nation, as Dr. Apostol aki s

nment i oned on conmuni cati ons. And the ot her key piece
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isreally trying to nake sure that the | essons | earned
and the insights from operating experience are fed
back into the process, that there's expectations for
people to take the information and utilize it to
inform the inspection program to inform the
regul atory program to evaluate it -- do we need to do
sonething different in our review guidance or our
ot her acti ons.

W were finding there's a |ot of event
follow up. You know, we screen events. Some of the
| onger-termanal ysi s and screening and fol l owup from
that is an area that there was sone done but probably
not as nmuch as the task force thought -- thinks there
shoul d be.

That's ki nd of the overall concl usi ons of
where we cane out, and what ['Il do is try to walk
t hrough the attri butes and specific recommendati ons.

MEMBER SI EBER: Let ne ask a question at
this point. The agency has a ot of in boxes where
this information conmes in, and then it's screened,
gi ven to the cogni zant section or function withinthe
agency. There is, in ny mnd, at |east an abstract
potential when you do that to sort of separate this
information into these various technical boxes,

whereas a conclusion may be a function of nore than
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one of these anal yses.

How do you put -- do you recognize that
maybe that could be the case? And if so, how do you
put it back together so that you come out wth
somet hi ng t hat' s conpr ehensi ve enough t o cover vari ous
aspects of a single condition? |It's alnost like a
cross-cutting issue kind of thing.

MR. ADER: \What we were finding actually
is that information comes in. It gets screened for
potential follow up. Do we need to issue an
informati on notice? Do we need to issue a generic
letter or a bulletin?

And now | ' mtal ki ng about the short-term
eval uations, when the stuff comes in the door. It was
not being screened and di ssem nated routinely to the
technical staff. It was -- | think a few years ago
when they were | ooking for efficiencies they deci ded
t hat t he screeni ng process couldidentify those things
t hat needed to be followed up

Qur di scussions with -- we had a nunber of
interviews with the technical staff, the branch
chiefs, what their needs were, what their region's --
what they were | ooking for. Wat we were finding is
routinely informati on was not sent to the technica

branches for information. GCenerally, they got it if
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t he deci sion was nade we need to evaluate this nore,
so they were given an assignnment to evaluate it, a
charge nunber to look at it.

The other information -- some they m ght
get to, because it m ght be considered of interest,

but it was not routinely sent to the technical staff.

And there was no -- because of that, they had no
expectation, and not -- they did not have an
opportunity to | ook at something and say, "Well, it

was screened as not significant, but based on our
experience in this area we're seeing sonething
different here, that mmybe we'd liketorevisit this."

And one of the recommendati ons we have i s
that that process needs to be clarified. And you
don't want to send the el ectrical experts everything
that comes in the door. You want to try to send them
the type -- the information that woul d be of interest
to them

Part of a recommendation is that that
di al ogue and process needs to take place to try to
better understand the user needs. You know, what do
the electrical engineers need? Wat does sonebody
that's follow ng punps and val ves need? And try to
get them information that -- nmaybe just for

information to keep t hemaware of what's goi ng on out
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t here.

MEMBER LEI TCH: One thing that i ndustryis
always strivingfor intheir corrective acti on program
is a good trending program Do you have a trending
progranf? For exanple, there mght be a piece of
information that comes in.

Okay. That's  of no particular
significance, but next week another plant has a
sim | ar problem andthe week after that anot her pl ant
has a simlar problem Does it sonehow -- are you
able to integrate that and say, "Well, one is not a
problem but we're seeing this at several different
pl aces. Therefore, we'd better get out some kind of
conmuni cation on this topic."

MR. ADER. Ri ght nowthat tends to be done
-- the trending at that level is nore through the
peopl e that are doi ng t he screeni ng, that they' ve seen
several of these comngin. Wthout gettingit tothe
technical staff, the task force felt you were | osi ng
an opportunity for an expert in an area to say, "I'm
starting to see a nunber of these things."

The formal trendi ng prograns tend to be at
the industry-wide -- the industry trends program
where you're trending, you know, key indicators of

i ndustry perfornmance.
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VEMBER LEI TCH: Yes, but that's a nuch

hi gher | evel thing than |I' mspeaki ng about for the --
| guess what | hear you saying is thereis not really
a formal trending program It kind of depends on
i ndividuals recalling these issues.

MR. ADER: Thereis -- | wouldn't call it
trending. There'sthereliability studies doneinthe
branch -- Don Marksberry is attached with it -- that
| think al so you were briefed a coupl e of weeks ago - -
that deals with, you know, certain conponents and
syst ens.

But there's not -- well, there's
eval uations that will be done on occasion that will go
back and | ook -- you know, they'l| take a topic area.
The grid reliability study was one that had cone out
of the Regulatory Effectiveness Branch and Research
that will go back, and they' Il | ook at a specific area
and | ook at issues fromthat point of view, but not a
routine trending of a |lot of different pieces.

John or George, | don't knowif you want
to add nore from your program perspectives or --

VI CE CHAI RVAN WALLI S: Charlie, you're
still creating alibrary of experience, whichis then
avail able to people it seenms to ne. And t he know edge

base of the agency is not just the experience, but
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oper ati ng experience -- what peopl e have donewithit.
| f people have used it for sonmething, or if they've
anal yzed it and reached concl usions, does that also
sonmehow fall into this know edge base that you are
dealing with here?

MR. ADER  The recomrendations for the
data collection and availability -- there's a | ot of
that that's available in various databases. Sone of
itistryingtolinkit, but part of that information
is also operating experience, is reports that have
cone out of the evaluations. You know, information
notices are obviously part of the library of
i nformation, bulletins, generic letters.

So anyt hing that woul d have been t hrough
the nore formal process of --

VI CE CHAI RMAN WALLIS: And it's all clear
that -- it's clearly linked, so that sonmebody who is
trying to follow the path of all this stuff and get
together the information can do it? That seens to nme
not to easy to --

MR. ADER: The recommendations are trying
tobringit together in abetter form soit is easier
tolink. Right nowinformation notices -- one of the
comments we got fromthe regions, if they want to go

back and understand what generic comruni cations has

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

120

been put out over a period of tinme, you can go to the
web page, which has it by year, and you can go
through. O you're going into search routines, and
i mprovi ng some of the search routines, is an area that
coul d enhance that.

MR. ADER: Let ne nove through. | guess
we just have an hour brief, sol don't want to -- and
so far |I've pretty nmuch presented stuff that | was the
ol der -- the older information.

The first attribute that we had was t he --
this overarching attribute of defining roles and
responsibilities. Wen the functions from AECD were
reassi gned to ot her offices, the nmanagenent directive
that governs the review of operating experience --
it's Managenent Directive 85 -- was not updated, nor
was it assigned to anybody to update.

I think actually the Ofice of
Adm ni stration has NISR as the | ead, but they're not
really involved in this part of the program So that
managenent directive has not been updated, and it
doesn't provide clear -- so there is no docunent that
provi des the cl ear rol es and responsi bilities today of
how these various groups would interface together,
what their responsibility is when you get information

to do something with it.
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Wthin the incomng information, the
screening, NRR has an office letter that does address
that part of it. But the overarchi ng agency vi sion,
and what we were calling is this lack of a clear
vi sion of howthe pieces would fit together, and al so
how t hey woul d i nteract and i nterface with the users,
the licensing offices, the inspectors, has been
m ssing of |ate.

So, you know, the key recommendation is
try to define that. W think there ought to be a
single individual, single point of contact that has
responsibility for coordinating, ensuring the
activities are coordinated. W would |ook to that
i ndi vidual doing -- having the lead on a periodic
assessment .

We're recomendi ng a seni or manager. W
didn't specific a level. | think that's a l|ine
managenent organization to decide, but you need
sonmebody you can go to and say, "How are the pieces
functioning? O if they're not functioning, do you
have actions to get themto work?"

And also, the responsibility and the
expectations for the users when you get reports
Reports come out on evaluation of operating

experi ence, and sonme of the comrents we were getting
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is they' |l showup on sone -- what am| supposed to do
with this? That process needs to be defined. W0 is
responsi ble for taking that report, looking at it,
seei ng what addi ti onal action shoul d be taken based on
t he recommendati ons?

The one area we have a | ot of information
and a | ot of databases is the data collection. There
was -- the recommendation that we sawis -- there's a
| ot of individual databases that have kind of grown
for special purposes. There's nothing wong with
that. The task force didn't say create one nonster
dat abase that does everything. | think people
recogni ze that that sonetines is not effective.

But we're recommending that a central
organi zation catal og these databases, decide which
ones are appropriate to be |inked on nmaybe a website
isthe way -- the best way to get informati on out now,
work with the people that are involved in ADAMSto try
to get consistency in the way docunents are put in,
try to i nprove search routines, and there's a nunber
of initiatives that are ongoing to do this.

Sonme of themyou heard a few weeks ago as
far as the integrated data collection coding system
There's an initiative that's fairly new for an

i nspector el ectronics support systemthat will try to
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have nodul es of information that would be useful to
t he i nspectors.

MEMBER Sl EBER: WII this go on your
external website, too?

MR. ADER  Sonme of it -- the intention
woul d be that it would be external. Sone of it is
currently external. Sone would be external. Thereis
sone i nformation -- sonme of the international and sone
of the INPO stuff -- that would be limted, the
internal dispute restrictions, that we could --

MEMBER Sl EBER: But that would be the
[imtation -- proprietary or classified information.

MEMBER ROSEN: Vell, sone of the
information they get from INPO is acquired under a
menor andum of understanding. Wth I NPO or between
I NPO and the agency, about confidentiality and
proprietary --

MR. ADER: Yes, and information with that
type of restrictions would -- you know, woul d not go
on.

MEMBER SI EBER: But otherw se all of the
ot her information that woul d be useful to |icensees,
ACRS nenbers, manuf act urers, and so forth,
whi st | ebl owers, would be there, right?

MR ADER: | would see no reason that it
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woul dn't be. W did not get into the design of the
system and make the specific reconmendati ons of what
i nformati on should and shoul dn't be, but what we saw
was a lot of information and access to it was not
necessarily easy.

MEMBER S| EBER:  Well, | sort of | ook at
t he whol e programas a data col |l ecti on and screeni ng
anal ysi s and di ssem nati on process. And it woul d seem
to nme that vyour external stakeholders play a
significant role, because those are the ones who
basically take the action. And | woul d encourage
their full consideration.

MR ADER  And ny understanding of the
people that -- with the ongoing initiatives are
| ooki ng to see how nuch of that that can be avail abl e.

MEMBER SI EBER. Ri ght.

MR. ADER: And nowt here has been requests
fromoutside, so | would see no reason that woul dn't
conti nue, but --

MEMBER SI EBER:  Ckay. Thank you.

MR. ADER: The effective screening
operating experience -- andthisis where we -- inthe
report we got into the discussion of this

cl eari nghouse function, having one organization --

maybe it woul d be an expanded operating experience
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section in NRR but that an organization would be
designated to have the lead and the agency would
recognize it as the focal point for taking this
coordi nation role, receiving the information,
operating experience information, dissemnating it.

They would work with the wusers to
under stand the user needs, what type of information
woul d be useful. They would -- when there's deci sions
to evaluate and follow up on a particular event or a
particul ar operating experience report, they woul d be
t he organi zati ons t hat ki nd of project nmanage t hat and
coordi nate the tracking and the decision process to
make sure that things are followed through on

They would try to filter the information
and get it back to the technical staff, so it's
available to them It provides another opportunity
for a different set of eyes to identify things, and
t hey woul d work with the i nspection programto clarify
the process of working with the |icensees or the
inspectors to get additional information that's
required to do an eval uati on of the significance of an
event.

Sonetimes the information cones in and
there's questions, is this generically applicable?

There's one utility problem Is it safety
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significant? You may get a Part 21, and you don't
know where it's located in the plant. And you get
into kind of a catch 22. If it's located in non-
safety areas, that's not significant, and we don't
need to followup. But we're not quite sure where it
is, and people want to know -- we only want to foll ow
up on significant things.

So the clearinghouse organi zati on woul d
work with --

MEMBER Sl EBER: Well, that has its
dangers, too, because you may -- for exanple, in cable
and wire, you may use the sanme wire in safety and non-
safety applications. And if you get a failure in a
non-safety application, it my tell you sonething
about the reliability of that conmponent when it was
applied in a safety system

And so | think that kind of information
woul d be inmportant to a |icensee. Maybe it isn't
inmportant to the regulator, because they don't
regul ate that aspect. But sone thought ought to be
given as to how that kind of a situation is treated.

For exanpl e, solenoid valves. No matter
whether it's safety or non-safety, you buy fromthe
same conpany. And say you've got warehouses full of

them and you're installing theminthe plant. Andif
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you get a lot of failures, if they' re non-safety
failures theregulator isn't particularly interested,
but the sanme valve is used in the safety application.

So you may want to think about that.

MR. ADER: | think that sone of the
information -- sone of the Parts 21's will be sent
out. It's just whether the agency wants to take sone

additional follow up to know where it's at. Some of
t hese woul d have been notifi ed.

MEMBER ROSEN:. What are these | RSreports?
They're not the IRS that | know.

MR ADER It'sthelnternational Incident
Report -- | think it's Incident Reporting System

MEMBER ROSEN: Ch, the Incident Reporting
System So it's the international system

MEMBER S| EBER.  They're pretty high | evel
reports there.

MR. ADER. And with the current screening
right now, not all LERs are screened. It has tended
to be workl oad-driven. They try to look at the
significant ones, but the nunber has conme down
significantly froma few years ago and --

MEMBER ROSEN: It seens |i ke you shoul d be
screening all LERs these days.

MR ADER:. And that's where the --
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MEMBER ROSEN: There's so few of them

MR ADER  That's where the task force
cane out of this. There's so few of those that it
nmakes sense not to screen them

Now, the inspectors will | ook at them the
proj ect managers wi Il get theinformtion, but, again,
this is where we saw sone of the expectations were not
clear on -- you know, if an inspector and a project
manager gets this, what's their role toraise it back
into a central group? So our reconmendation was with
so few of them the central group should do the
screening of all of them

The communi cationis kindof -- isclearly
a cross-cutting i ssue. The clearinghouse function --
and |'ve nentioned this several tines, soit's kind of
a key reconmmendation is to have a group that's got
that responsibility and it's been tagged by senior
managenent for | ooking at the processes of
comruni cation, trying to establish -- we didn't want
to in the report say, "Here is the procedure you
shoul d have.” | think that's sonething that needs to
be devel oped between the cl eari nghouse and the user
or gani zati ons.

But the function needs to be done. The

activity needs to be done. And it cuts across a | ot
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of the different areas, both in the event screening,
the initial information comng in the door, but also
when you have | onger termeval uati ons that are com ng
out of the -- out of Research. What's the process for
conmuni cating those to the right people?

When we tal ked to the regions, talking to
the inspectors, they were really |looking for
information that is filtered and synthesi zed to them
They get reports and said, "W -- you know, we know
there i s sone good information in here." And if they
have tinme, they'll try to have sonmebody | ook at it.

But they'rereally | ookingfor sonebody to
take that information. |If it's the inspectors, then
it would be converted into sonething that would be
focused for them If they're doing all sorts of
i nspection, you mght consider them using their
know edge base and t heir managenent's know edge base,
having thi s additional informati onto say what sort of
probl ens are other regions experiencing, or other
plants, or trying to -- that's part of the
comuni cati ons process of getting that information
out .

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: Isn't nunber 3really
unnecessary? |If everything else is neaningful, this

is -- that's why you have attribute nunber 4.
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MR. ADER: There was a concern on -- with
the turnover in staff that the | essons |earned from
events of the past were not being passed on to the
next generation. The big ones people go to the
training courses, and you hear about TM. So if
there's other events, it's part of the know edge
transfer. How do we capture this wealth of
experi ence?

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ah, okay.

MR. ADER. The operating experience.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S: | guess you woul d - -
you shoul d replace the word "better used" to nake it
nor e specific to what you just said, becausethenit's
a recommendation. But just to say "use thembetter,"
| mean, it doesn't nean anyt hing.

MR, ADER  Yes.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI'S:  So the word "better
used" really is -- the second |line of the --

MR. ADER | tried to paraphrase the
recommendations for the benefit of the slide.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Oh, okay.

MR. ADER: | wasn't wording -- you know,
the first cut each recommendation has a little bit
nore to it, and there's nore in the discussions.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.
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MR ADER  And we tal ked about working

with the technical training centers -- the technical
training center and the ot her organi zations totry to
find a way to bring that information into our
know edge base.

MEMBER APOSTOLAKI S:  Ckay.

MEMBER FORD: Do you mind going back to
14, please? Iltemnunber 2 seens to me to be critical
i n your whol e thought process. Wat are the barriers
that currently exist that enable the technical staff
toidentify the potential safety i ssues? And howwi | |
you renove those barriers?

MR ADER. Wi ch?

MEMBER FORD: |tem nunber 2.

MR. ADER. Ch, okay.

MEMBER FORD: VWhat are the current
barriers? And how are you going to renove thenf

MR. ADER  You need the expectation and
t he resources, the tinme frommnagenent to say part of
your job is when you get the information, you know,
it's being provided to you for information. But if

you see sone events, if you see sone areas of interest

VEMBER FORD: Wwell, take for instance

Davi s- Besse. How woul d the technical staff, sonmeone
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i n Research for i nstance, howwoul d t hey have f oreseen
that boric acid corrosion of alloy steel, whichis a
known phenonmena, would have led to the extent of
corrosion that you did see eventual | y at Davi s- Besse?

And that's one i nstance. You have a whol e
| ot of these sort of informations comng in. Howis
t hat one particul ar nenber of a technical staff going
to say, "Woa, we've got a big probl emcom ng down t he
[ine"?

MR. ADER: | don't know that they woul d,
but right nowthe informati on doesn't routinely goto
themto see it to begin with. If they were seeing
events that, you know, they're working in material
corrosion, and they start seei ng a nunber of operating
events of boric acid corrosion over tine --

CHAI RMVAN  BONACA: It's a significant
i ssue, because, | nean, powerplants -- | remenber we
used to get a cl earinghouse that | ooked at i nformati on
and sent it to specific departnments asking for an
assessnent that had to be answered in witing, as to
the applicability of the issue, howit is being dealt
wi th, or whatever.

Now, you can do the job well or not well,
but you have a traceable process by which you can

evaluate if the process is working. For exanple, you
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find the times -- alist of the early tinmes that the
eval uations were not properly done. They were
superficial evaluations. Like it was said, you know,
this material -- this was a BWR, and we have a PWR, so
it's not applicable.

Then, you go back and you say that's wrong
because the sane material may be on -- so you have a
witten flowof information on which you can base your
assessnment of the process of identifying potential
safety issues. Wat you'retelling me is that you do
not have a feedback mechani smthat you can trace.

MR.  ADER: W were trying to find a
bal ance. One of the concerns when we interviewed the
technical staff is they didn't want everything. They
didn't want to be -- there was different views of
different individuals, but you need to decide who is
t he screener of the informati on. And we're sayingthe
central clearinghouse ought to do the screening. You
know, they have the first responsibility to say, "W
think this is sonething new, significant, that should
be foll owed up on. Mybe it needs some nore detail ed
eval uation. "

Those events would get tracked and
di sposi ti oned. So if they sent it to a technical

staff menber and said, "W think this is sonething
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t hat you shoul d evaluate,” then there would be that
process to close it out. Well, no, it doesn't need
any nore action, or, yes, we need some nore
i nformati on or we should take -- have information.

But then there is other information that
doesn't pass the screening but should be provided to
them for their information. It gives them an
opportunity to be aware of it. They may have a
di fferent perspective or adifferent sensitivity, and
they may rai se it, and you need t he mechani smfor them
tobringit back into the process and say, "Well, wait
a mnute. You didn't" --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Ckay. | understand
that. Let ne ask another question. So you believe
that there is right nowa docunented process to assess
the effectiveness of the evaluation of potential
saf ety i ssues based on operati ng experi ence provi ded?

MR ADER I'msorry. Could you repeat
t hat ?

CHAI RVAN BONACA: |"m saying that you
believe that there is a mechanism-- that there is a
docunent ed process that you can | ook at to determ ne
whet her or not potential safety issues are being
identified.

MR ADER: There is -- and, lan, mybe
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you'll want to speak toit. The operating experience
section has a tracki ng systemwhere things that have
been screened for followp action get tracked and
cl osed out.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Because, again, | mean,
it seens to me the issue -- the issue is what you do
withthisinformationandif you re effective at using
it, not necessarily -- you know, |'msure that all of
t hese recommendati ons - - i ncl udi ng house and et cet er a,
are going to inprove the collection, the screening,
etcetera.

But then, if the organi zation doesn't do
anythingwithit, then you haven't really resol ved the
problen? So I think, you know, a feedback | ook of the
users is being done that one can then audit
occasionally toverify that, infact, it is effective;
it will be appropriate.

MR, ADER: I n subsequent attributes --
there's one on evaluation, there's one on follow up
where --

CHAI RVAN BONACA: kay. | don't want to
sl ow down the presentation. If you have an answer
there, then we can tal k about it then.

MR. ADER There are sone recomrendat i ons.

MEMBER ROSEN: Charles, let nme give you
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t he benefit of -- | was -- spent alot of the earlier
part of my life setting up a systemat | NPO which for
this process, this «clearinghouse -- 1've been
operating it for many years.

So what | found essential in that number
one bullet on this slide was to nake sure that you
preserve t he synergy of that process. |n other words,
don't take the docunents when they conme in and give
themto five or six different people, let themgo up
to their offices and cone back and tell you what's --
or tell sone central clearinghouse what's inportant.

That's not a very good way to do it. The
best way todo it is to do that step and then get back
t oget her agai n and have t he peopl e who have done t hat
| ook at the set of docunents, tell the others in the
group why they think it's inportant or not, because
it'sinthat synergy, that collegial, if you have the
ri ght people inthe room that the -- you get alot of
power fromlooking at this thing. Don't let it get
too fractionated is my advi ce.

MR. ADER lan, do you want to describe
your current process for screening?

MR JUNG Yes. In NRR, there is an
office instruction that described kind of genera

criteria to be used. | think the key issue is that
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whet her the i ssue that came in, are we foll ow ng t hat
i ssue up? | think given -- in the current process we
have a tracking systemin NRR A specific person is
assigned to it, and he is responsible for tracking
that issue, where it's going, and close that issue
out. It's docunented. It goes to the --

MEMBER ROSEN:  You mi ssed ny point. But
you al so have your norning neeting where --

MR JUNG Right. Yes. W also have a
norning neeting at 8:30 with the whole staff com ng
in, and the staff who is responsible for that issue
actually conmmuni cates with the technical staff and
gets sone feedback on --

MEMBER ROSEN: But that's an instant --
wash up or what happened today kind of thing, and
that's okay, too, but still you're m ssing ny point.
My point isthat it'sinthereflection. It's in not
the instant reaction but the considered reaction of
i ndi vidual s who then have that considered reaction
exami ned by their colleagues and peers in a non-
confrontational but interactive sessionastowhythis
pi ece of operating experienceis or is not inportant.
That the power of this system cones out.

MR JUNG | agree with that observation

that currently the subsequent -- after the initial
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staff -- initial |ook, andthe subsequent staff, which
isalittlebit of amd-termor along-terml ook, and
are we confortable with the situation. That is
addressed i n subsequent attributes.

MR. ADER: No, what | was trying to do --
t hey have -- as you said, it's probably the instant --
there i s sonme di scussion at those norni ng neetings as
the events -- you know, does this one deserve follow
up? You know, is it significant? So it's not one
menber goi ng off independently.

The second steps of getting groups
together is --

MR JUNG Yes. One thing | want to add
is sonme -- the synergy is really there for nost
significant events |ike Davis-Besse or sone of the
bi gger ones that cane in. There's a managenent
expectation for their staff to get invol ved and be on
top of that.

So some of the nore visible itens that
there's a special inspection or an Al T or sonet hi ng of
that nature, the synergy cones fromthe direction of
t he managenent and --

MEMBER ROSEN: No, |'m not addressing
t hat .

MR JUNG Right.
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MEMBER ROSEN: | ' maddressing t he synergy

t hat comes out because sone one person says this |
think is inportant, and it has to present that to the
group of people around. And they -- he either gets
recalibrated that it's not very i nportant, because --
or he gets reinforced, and then sonething gets done
about it. And it's not the big events |I'mworried
about, because they always get attention. It's the
t hi ngs that are substantive that cone out of a review

MR JUNG | agree.

MEMBER ROSEN: That don't cone out and hit
you. You hit them You get thembefore they get you.

MR. ADER:. Ckay. | covered this. Another
attribute of what we saw as a good programis this
timely and thorough evaluations of the events, and
t hese would be the ones -- both the short-termthat
had gone t hr ough a screeni ng process, but al so | onger -
term evaluations to |look at, you know, a specific
i ssue, maybe trends, a series of events, what does it
nmean.

There is a fair amount of anal ysis going
on. There's not alot of evaluations right now It's
just a few resources being provided -- being devot ed
to that. That's an area that we saw that could

benefit fromsone additional effort, both doing nore
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eval uati ons but al so then eval uati ng, what does this
mean for the inspectors? O what does it nmean for a
licensing progran? And trying to do that bridge
bet ween just producing a report.

And then, the second part of that
reconmendat i on was that packaging for the end users,
not just sending out athick report and say, you know,
we think this could be of use to you. But someone
needs to extract the information with the right
perspective. You know, if it's the lnspection Branch,
you need sonebody with an inspector perspective to
pul I out the information.

And t here needs to be cl ear expectati ons,
t oo, because you can do all of that and give thema
good product. But if there's no expectations from
managenent that it -- your job is to take this and
revise the procedures or inplement it, it could end
right there. So that's part of that continual
process, taking it to actual use of the information
and verifying that it has been used.

In that process -- hopefully, Mario, this
may address the issue you had as far as when you' ve
gotten the decisions, this needs to be followed up.
You need a process to, you know -- you need clear

criteria. Your decision process for this needs to go
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forward, or this doesn't need to go forward.

And then you need t o deci de whi ch acti ons
need | onger-termfollow up and verification. Maybe
it'"s a one-tinme event. You just notify industry.
Maybe all you need through a generic letter is sone
i nformati on back and that'll close it out. But there
may be sone operating experience and some generic
letters or bulletins that would require | onger-term
fol | ow up.

There is a related action going on
separate fromthis task force to go back and | ook at
a lot of the generic comunications to decide which
ones may be programmatic or which ones should be
revisited for long-termfollow up.

It was a simlar recommendation with --
where we saw, and that woul d need to be docunent ed.
And the idea is to have a decision process, and it's
cl ear why you're maki ng those deci sions.

And then the last attribute in the
operati ng experience programwas to -- you need to do
a periodic assessnent of any programto see, is it
effective? Are the things you inplenmented, or your
recomrendati ons, that sounded |i ke a good idea today
really effective? Do you need to adjust it?

Somre t hi ngs may not work. Sone things may
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work so well you want to do nore of them But you
need to calibrate, and this is an area that when the
functi ons of AEOD were consolidated in other offices
there was a request to go back a year later and | ook
at any additional deficiencies.

And t here was a neno t hat went back to t he
Conmi ssion and said it | ooked |like we have achieved
our efficiencies, but there was not a really thorough
review of the effectiveness of those changes. That's
essentially what we're doi ng now.

The hope is if this is built into the
program you don't have to create task force every
three or four years to -- because of sone event. You
know, whether ACRSis part of that assessnent process,
whet her you go out si de t he agency, they are all pieces
t hat can hel p provi de an assessnent of effectiveness
of the program

MEMBER ROSEN:. Charl es, yesterday we heard
a discussion of generic issue, and we asked the
specific question -- when you close out this generic
issue -- this is what was being proposed -- will you
go back sonetine | ater and assess the effectiveness of
t hat generic i ssue cl ose-out? In other words, did you
really solve the problemwith -- and the answer was

no, there was no step on generic issues.
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And now what | hope you' re saying is that
this will include a step on -- that this nunber 2
reconmendation on this slide will include a generic

i ssue effectiveness step.

MR. ADER Thereis -- if you can wait two
slides, I'll touch on generic issues.
MEMBER ROSEN:. Okay. | sure can

MR. ADER. But related, if |I go back to
the timely decisions on foll owp, the task force sees
part of the process is you make a decision -- if it's
a generic issue, and the resolution is through a
bul l etin, a rul emaki ng, you nake t he deci sion as part
of that process. This is one that requires | ong-term
follow up, and then you follow up on it.

You may nake a deci sion for good reasons
that this doesn't require |ong-term foll owp. But
t hat deci sion process should be nade.

The second Davi s- Besse reconmendat i on t hat
we addressed was to assess the scope and adequacy of
regul ati ons governing |icensees for use of operating
experi ence. And when we |ooked at that, there's
Appendi x B, there's the nmaintenance rule, the LER
rule. Post TM 0737, there were confirmatory orders
for probably half the plants to have an operating

experience program The rest have addressed it |
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think intheir FSAR. W didn't do 100 percent, but we

| ooked at it.

The view from the task force was it
appears the regul ati ons are adequate. The agency had
stopped inspecting operating experience prograns.
They've recently revised one of their inspection
procedures, which is problem identification and
resol ution, and wanted to enphasize that when they
| ook at that, | ook at corrective actions, they will be
now |ooking at the wuse of industry operating
experi ence.

So at this point in time the task force
concluded we didn't see -- what we saw seened to be
adequat e, but having additional information over the
years through this revised inspection procedure may
provi de some i nformati on t he agency woul d want to come
back and reassess. But w thout that information, it
was tougher to say that the current progranms are
i nadequat e.

And then the | ast, next-to-the-last slide
on -- was the generic issue program W did |ook at
the ef fecti veness of the generic i ssue programas one
of the sub-recommendati ons of that first Davis-Besse
| essons | ear ned.

The program was revised. | think there
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was a pilot in '99. The nmanagenent directive was
rei ssued in 2000, | believe. Up until that tinme, the
generic issue programtook an issue up to what they
called resolution, and resol uti on woul d be handi ng it
of f to another organizationto inplement. Soit could
be handed off to the people doing rul emaking. It
coul d be handed off to a | icensing organization. The
i ssue was call ed resol ved.

The managenent directive |l think attenpted
to take care of the birth to grave of a generic issue
that -- it's not resolved wuntil it has been
i mpl ement ed, and there is discussion about
verification of the inplenentation.

MEMBER ROSEN: Until the fat | ady has put
on her hat and gone hone.

CHAI RMAN BONACA: No issue has gone
t hrough -- fully through t hat managenent directive to
i mpl enentation verification. There have been issues
t hat have gone through it to -- we don't need to take
any action, but none have gone totally through the
process.

VWhat we did find in the discussions with
sone of the technical staff is either -- the | ack of
awar eness of the process. Newstaff have cone in, and

t hey were not even aware there's this generic issues
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process there. So they're not aware that they could
send an issue to it.

And anybody can rai se an i ssue -- a nenber
of the public, a menber of staff. It doesn't have to
go t hrough t he managenent concurrence chain. | think
ACRS has rai sed i ssues in the past that have gone into
t he process, specters have, but this | ack of awareness
was a little surprising on ny part, | guess because |
have worked with the generic issues process on and
of f.

So comuni cating that out to people that
here i s an avenue to raise anissueis inportant. And
after this additional experience with the process
going -- taking sone issues all the way through,
agai n, as any process it ought to be assessed for its
effectiveness. |s there a reconmendation to --

MEMBER ROSEN: MD 6.4 now eval uates the
overall -- has a step in it to evaluate the overal
ef fectiveness of a generic issues program That's
what your slide -- your bullet nunber 3 says.

MR. ADER. No. W're reconmendi ng that
t hat process be evaluated, and | think that's been on
the plan of the generic issue program is when they
have enough experience --

MEMBER ROSEN:  Ckay. My specific point --

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

147

and I|'m trying to make it very clear -- is that
program eval uati ons for effectiveness are fine. But
what | really think we need to do is evaluate what is
bei ng done -- what has been done about each issue,
each generic i ssue, sonetinme down t he pi ke, sonme year
or so after or two years, whatever.

Each issue -- issue by generic issue --
shoul d be evaluated -- with actions taken, shoul d be
evaluated for effectiveness, and a formal report
witten that says, yes, that what we did was effective
with respect to that generic i ssue, that sone probl em
has been resol ved i n PWRs, or has not. And we need to
go back and do nore or we don't.

In other words, it forces a discipline at
the issue level, not at the programlevel, although
that's -- you can do that, too, and should. But at
the issue level, effectiveness review

MR. ADER: And | agree that that decision
needs to be nmade on -- in inplenentations which ones
-- maybe all of them but you need to nmake a deci sion
which ones you're going to follow through on and
foll ow t hrough on them

MEMBER ROSEN: And put it back on the
table if you don't get the results you anti ci pated.

CHAI RVAN BONACA:  When you go back a year
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fromnow and do this assessnent, are you goi ng to | ook
at how the paper is flowing and the information is
bei ng provi ded better and -- or are you going to | ook
at maybe taking an audit of nore significant insights
and see howthey have been dealt with and di sposition?

MR ADER: VWhat | would -- well, one
we' re recommendi ng that whoever the single point of
contact is take the |lead on that.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: | understand that.

MR. ADER So they have some flexibility
to decide. | would assune a year later you're
probably looking just for inplenentation of the
process, because even a year from now you probably
woul d not have enough experi ence.

CHAI RVAN BONACA: Okay. Well, that was ny
t hought, in fact, it would be too soon, so probably
you should recomend nore than just one step, but
maybe two or three steps over the next fewyears to --
to assure that --

MR. ADER. What we were recomrendi hg was,
you know, year after initial inplenentation you | ook
to meke sure things have been inplenented, are
wor ki ng, or make adjustnents if need be. And in the
report | believeit was -- we were reconmendi ng on t he

order of maybe every three years you go back and do an
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overal | assessnent.

Now, it could be you may do a piece one
year and a different piece a different year, but over
a period of time you' ve assessed the program

MR LAN K Charlie, ~could | add
sonet hi ng?

MR, ADER  Yes.

MR.  LANI K | think if we |ook at
recommendation 6, it really does tal k about foll ow up
of individual issues.

Now, in many cases |like a generic safety
i ssue, the inplenmentation woul d be done t hrough sone
kind of generic conmmunication, generic letter or
bul I eti n. And what we're talking about in
recommendation 6 basically is what you' re doing for
foll owup of a generic comruni cation. And | think the
i ndi vidual issue will sort of get covered in there.

MR. ADER: Wi ch was t he generic i ssue you
di scussed yesterday? Was that --

MR LANIK: That was 845.

MR. ADER. Okay. And then the final slide
-- and | apologize, | guess I'verunalittle over --
we're right near the end of the task force effort.
We' ve provided a copy of the report to the steering

conmttee. They provided sone comments back for sone
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clarification. W' ve incorporated those.

We've sent it out for broader agency
conment to the regions and the offices. W' re hoping
to get conments back towards the end of next week. W
will revise the report as needed, depending on the
conments, and get it back to the steering commttee
hopeful ly by the end of the nonth. They have actually
gi ve us a week beyond that, but the original schedul e
was Novenber, and |'m hoping we can do that.

They wi | | then work that through -- seni or
managenent is the steering conmttee, and ultinmately
it wll come back to them as -- in the line
organi zation. The Davi s-Besse action plan called for
an i mpl enent ati on pl an of the recommendati ons t hat are
agreed upon by managenent in January, Wi th
i npl emrentation the end of next year.

MEMBER FORD: Wiy does it take so long to
i npl emrent it?

MR. ADER: It may take less tinme to
inplement it. It's just that the action plan that had
been | ai d out -- the Davis-Besse action plan -- had a
schedul e of devel op an inplenentation plan based on
our report in January, and i npl ement things by the end
of the year.

So it'll be a -- the line organizations
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will have to look at their resources, |ook at other
conmpeting priorities, devel op the detail ed schedul e.
That was beyond the scope of the task force.

And we recogni zed in one of the comrents
we got fromthe steering conmmttee -- is you need to
recogni ze that this is not the agency's only program
There are other, you know, key ones out there. Sone
recommendati ons coul d happen very quickly.

MEMBER LEI TCH: A coupl e of thoughts. One
is there is alot of parallels |I think between this
program and what industry calls a corrective action
programor what sonetinmes is a problemidentification
and resolution system And as you | ook at those
prograns, there are two things that are frequently
probl em areas. And both have been di scussed here; |
just want to enphasize them

| mean, the collection of the information
is usually not the biggest problem The bi ggest
problem is in trending the information and in
ef fectiveness reviews. And | think you need to be --
others have talked to this as well, but | think both
of those points are very i nportant, that -- because in
trendi ng you can have very minor things. But if you
don't recognize the trend, you can mss the

seri ousness of the issue.
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| think particularly of issues |Iike hand
switches, the | exan cam follower issue, where these
t hi ngs have been m soperating for 20 years. And, you
know, occasionally you turn a hand switch and you
don't get the action you expect. Well, that can be
pretty serious.

But if it happens once, you've kind of --
oh, well, but there are still ongoing problens with
t hese | exan cam followers cracking and giving hand
switch msoperations. And | think that has recently
surfaced again. But, | mean, that's not a new
problem That's been goi ng on onesi es and twosi es for
20 years.

So | think it -- a trending program can
identify that. Sonmehow you need to say, "Well, there
was a cracked cam follower. That's not inportant.
Let's just put that on the shelf." But you continue
to get nore of those. You need to be aware of that.

And then, | think what Steve said, too, is
| ooki ng back at, did the action you took get the
results you expected? After an appropriate | ength of
time, did this bulletin or information notice, or
what ever you did, did that solve the problen?

And | really think a lot of vyour

reconmendations here are really subsets of the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

153

recommendation to create a central clearinghouse. |
t hi nk once that central cl earinghouse is established,
a l ot of these other recommendati ons are really tasks
for that central clearinghouse. Sol think that's the
one thing that really needs to happen.

MR. ADER  And the central clearinghouse
woul d not be the organization that does everything in
operati ng experience. But it would coordinate the
pi eces that are going on currently, and then it would
expand that screening and conmunication role.

MEMBER SI EBER: Okay. Any ot her questions
or comments?

| would point out that | thought
personal |y the report was a good report. It was clear
and easy to understand. | think the recomendati ons
are appropriate. Basically, this is an in box
probl em You know, you have to identify who gets the
mai |, and what they're supposed to do with it when
they get it, and where is it supposed to ultimtely
end up?

And whet her this results inaninprovenent
or not will be determ ned by your own assessnent t hat
you have as one of your recomrendati ons to go back and
| ook at this again. And | encourage you to do that

from the standpoint of, does the process work, but
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al so fromthe standpoint of the stakeholders -- are
they getting what they need to do their jobs better.
And i f there are no coments fromnenbers
| would thank you, Charlie, for your work, and your
task force for a job well done.
And, M. Chairman, | turn it back to you.
CHAI RVAN BONACA:  Yes. Thank you. That
was a good presentation, and | think informative.
Hopefully we gave you sone good feedback from

experi ence.

Wth that, | think we will take a break
for lunch now actually. 1It's -- and cone back at 20
of 1:00, okay, so we'll have -- and we then are going

toreviewthe P&, future activities. And as part of
that, there is a discussion on the retreat.

So since the materi al has been put inside
t he package, | think we'll start with that di scussion.
| think we shoul d be going off the record now, right,
because we don't have any additional presenters. So
we're not going to be back on record after |unch.

Wth that, we'll take a recess for |unch
until, again, 20 of 1:00. Pl ease be here by that
time.

(Wher eupon, at 11:44 a.m, the proceedi ngs

in the foregoing matter went off the record.)
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